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ABBREVIATIONS 


Tue text of Philo used, unless otherwise stated, is the Cohn-Wendland edi- 
tion of the corpus, Berlin, 1896-1930; the last volume, the Index Verborum 
by H. Leisegang, is referred-to as Leisegang, Index. Works of Philo not 
included in this edition, because extant only in Armenian, are used in the 
Latin translation by Aucher as reprinted in the Tauchnitz Edition of Philo 
(Leipzig, 1851-1853). The titles of Philo’s works are so long as to compel 
a system of abbreviation if they are much used. The following table is for 
the most part that found in Colson and Whitaker, I, xxiiif. I should like 
to see it come to be generally adopted by Philonic scholars for our common 
convenience: 


Abr. = De Abrahamo. 
Aet. = De Aeternitate Mundi. 
Agr. = De Agricultura. 
Animal, = Alexander sive de eo quod rationem habeant bruta animalia. 
Cher. = De Cherubim. 
Conf. = De Confusione Linguarum. 
Cong. = De Congressu Eruditioms Gratia. 
Cont. = De Vita Contemplativa. 
Decal. = De Decalogo. 
Det. = Quod Deterius Potiori Insidiari soleat. 
Deo = De Deo. 
Ebr. = De Ebrietate. 
Exs. = De Exsecrationibus. 
Flac. = In Flaccum. 
Fug. = De Fuga et Inventione (De Profugis). 
Gig. = De Gigantibus. 
Heres = Quis rerum divinarum Heres. 
. Immut.= Quod Deus sit Immutabilis. 
Jona = De Iona. 
Jos. = De Josepho. 
LA, i, ii, itt = Legum Allegoria, i, ii, ii. 
Legat. = Legatio ad Gaium. 
Mig. = De Migratione Abraham. 
Mos., 1, 1 == De Vita Mosis, 1, i1. 
Mut. = De Mutatione Nominum. 
Opif. = De Opificio Mundi. 
Plant. = De Plantatione. 
Post. = De Posteritate Caint. 
Praem. = De Praemiuts et Poenis. 


Prob. = Quod Omnis Probus Liber Sit. 
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Provid. = De Providentia. 

QE, 1, 11 = Quaestiones et Solutiones in Exodum, i, ii. 

QG, i, 11, iii, iv = Quaestiones et Solutiones in Genesin, i, ii, iii, iv. 
Sac. = De Sacrifictis Abelis et Caini. 

Sob. = De Sobrietate. 

Som., i, 11 = De Somniis, i, ii. 

Spec., 1, u, 11, iv = De Specialibus Legibus, i, ii, iii, iv. 

Virt. = De Virtutibus. 


Breuer, Les Idées = Les Idées philosophiques et religieuses de Philon 
d’ Alexandrie, by Emile Bréhier, Second Edition, Paris, 1925. 

Cotson and Wuiraker = Philo, with an English Translation, by F. H. Col- 
son and G. H. Whitaker, London and New York, 1929-1934. The Loeb 
Classical Library (five volumes out of ten are published).* 

Harris, Fragments = Fragments of Philo Judaeus, by J. Rendel Harris, 
Cambridge, 1886. 

Heinemann, Bildung = Philons griechische und jtidische Bildung, by I. 
Heinemann, Breslau, 1921, 1928, two volumes. 

HEINEMANN, Poseidonios = Poseidonios’ metaphysische Schriften, by I. 
Heinemann, Breslau, 1921, 1928, two volumes. 

“HeELenistic Kinesuie” = “The Political Philosophy of Hellenistic King- 
ship,” by Erwin R. Goodenough, Yale Classical Studies, 1 (1928), 53-102, 
Yale University Press. 

JosEpHus is quoted by Book and Section as divided by Benedictus Niese, 
Flaviu Josephi Opera, Berlin, 1887-1895, seven volumes. 

“Neo-Pyruac. Source” = “A Neo-Pythagorean Source in Philo Judaeus,” 
by Erwin R. Goodenough, Yale Classical Studies, II (1932), 115-164, Yale 
University Press. 

PascHEr, Kénigsweg =H BAXIAIKH OAO2: Der Kénigsweg zu Wie- 
dergeburt und Vergottung bet Philon von Alexandreia, by Joseph Pascher, 
Paderborn, 1931 (Studien zur Geschichte und Kultur des Altertums, XVII, 
Parts 3 and 4). 7 

Philos Werke = Die Werke Philos von Alexandria in deutscher Uberset- 
zung, edited by L. Cohn, and then by I. Heinemann, Breslau, 1909-1929; 
five volumes have been published. 

SVF = Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta, collegit Ionnes ab Arnim, Lipsiae, 
1921-1924, four volumes. 


* The translations of Philo which follow have been checked with those of the volumes of 
this series now available, except the last. Where the authors’ rendering could not be improved, 
as was often the case, it has been reproduced with the kind permission of the Harvard Univer- 
sity Press, the publisher. Yonge’s translation, although useful for treatises not yet included in 
the Loeb series, could rarely be accepted for more than a line or two without radical emenda- 
tion. Responsibility for all translations included is of course mine. Greek writers are quoted in 
English for the benefit of those whose Greek is laborious. 


ABBREVIATIONS XV 


Wacus. = Johannis Stobaei Florilegium, recensuit Curtius Wachsmuth et 
Otto Hense, Berlin, 1884-1919, five volumes. 

YoncrE = The Works of Philo Judaeus, the Contemporary of Josephus, 
translated from the Greek, by C. D. Yonge, London, 1854-1855, four vol- 


umes. 
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INTRODUCTION 


Stupy of the ancient mysteries is complicated by much more than the inade- 
quacy of our data. It can be complicated, and usually has been, by lack of 
imagination as to the temper of mind of the mystic devotees. This is danger- 
ous ground for an historian, but such a projection is always implicit in our 
writing, and may become much more accurate by becoming explicit. 

Most of us come to the Hellenistic Age after a more or less thorough early 
training in the point of view of the Classical Age, and in the new field are 
struck by a sense of contrast. The tendency is then for us, like travellers in a 
strange land, to analyze the differences while we neglect the similarities, ob- 
viously a questionable procedure. Particularly have we tended to contrast the 
“philosophers” of the earlier period with the “mystics” of the later. We have 
felt on sure ground with the differences, and when it has been possible to 
trace Hellenistic mystic imagery to the Orient or Egypt we say that the 
Hellenistic notion is the oriental point of view simply expressed in the Greek 
language. 

The differences between the two Periods are certainly there, as well as, in 
the second Period, the oriental imagery. But have we not lost sight of the 
fact that a native Egyptian of 500 B. c. could much less have written Plu- 
tarch’s De Iside, even if he had had a perfect command of the Greek lan- 
guage, than a classical philosopher could have done? We pass from Classic 
Greece to the Hellenistic Age with a sense of difference, but if we could 
trace Isis or Attis, with full knowledge of their native states, out from the 
original forms into the Hellenistic Age we should find at least just as great 
changes. The Hellenistic man himself, it must always be remembered, con- 
sidered himself a Greek. 

Further, in our attempt at visualizing Hellenistic mentality, we must al- 
ways bear in mind the fact that the material borrowed from the Orient or 
Egypt all passed through amazingly similar types of adaptation. For much 
as the various mythologies may survive in the Hellenistic accounts, it is not 
the mythology itself which matters but the mythology as a symbol of meta- 
physical truth. The mystery is not:a path to Isis or Attis; it is a path to Real- 
ity, Existence, Knowledge, Life, of which Isis or Attis is the symbol. The 
value of Isis, that is, is to make the intellectual concept emotionally realizable, 
something which can be taken out of the cold words of formulation and 
made radiantly alive within the longing hearts of mankind. So Plutarch can 
turn from Isis to Iranian mythology, or Greek mythology, and assert their 
ultimate identity. The point that is often missed is that the union of these is 
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not in a mystic concept fundamentally arising from one or the other my- 
thology, but in the passionate desire of the Hellenistic man to experience 
emotionally the concepts he has learned from Greek rationalism. 

The same process is illustrated in Christianity. The early Christians seem 
to have been content with the mythological assertion that Jesus was the Son 
of God and would return from the clouds to assert his power. As their 
thought went on into elaborations it produced more mythology, the stories 
of the Virgin Birth. Such a religion in itself meant nothing to the Hellenistic 
religious thinkers. Christ almost at once became to them the Logos, the 
Sophia, the mvetya, and Christianity a mystic cult with owtioyoc and a 
mystic meal. After such a revolutionary change, that is as Christianity became 
another and more adequate means of making emotionally real and accessible 
the old Hellenistic abstractions, it was ready to conquer the Graeco-Roman 
world. 

Was all this the orientalizing of Greek thought or the Hellenizing of 
oriental mythology? Obviously both. The mystic emphasis of the Hellenistic 
Age presents a contrast to the rationalism of the typical, most highly de- 
veloped, Greek Philosophers. But there is just as great a contrast between a 
developed Hellenistic mystery and the original form and meaning of its 
mythologies. It is true that the Hellenistic World was wide open to invasions 
of eastern religious teachers and doctrines. Men of that age were fascinated 
by new mythological formulation and in Gnostic groups dedicated them- 
selves to its ever greater elaboration. Yet the mythology could not remain 
long in the Greek world without becoming transformed into typology. The 
myths were important only as they helped the Greek thinker with his Greek 
concepts. 

How far back does this tendency go in Hellenism, the tendency to use 
mythology as a basis for an emotional experience of rationalistic concepts; 
the sense of failure without divine help to realize the ideal quality of life; 
and the conviction that this life is inadequate as a stage for the operation of 
justice with men, or for men to accomplish their destiny? The question has 
only to be asked for it to become obvious that the tendency was marked as 
far back as we can with any certainty trace the various currents of Greek 
life. The Mystery of Demeter and the Bacchic groups, and especially the 
early and strong influence of the Orphics, though given slight emphasis in 
our classical curricula, point to the fact that rationalism was never the solu- 
tion of life for at least a very large part of the Greeks, and hence that it was 
out of the heart of Greek civilization at its greatest period that there came 
the tendency to find in a mythological presentation of the divine mystery, 
made vivid by initiations and sacraments, the gateway to a larger life. Nor 
was this movement long dissociated from the philosophers. The close kinship 


of the Pythagoreans with the Orphics, the respect shown the Orphics by the 
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dramatists, even Aristophanes, and the obviously profound influence they 
had upon Plato, show, to give only a few instances, that the thought life of 
Greece early and steadily felt the attraction exerted by the emotional over- 
tones of Orphism. Aristotle, to be sure, and perhaps the early Stoics, were 
nearly pure rationalists. But they, far from being representative, are almost 
unique exceptions in Greek life. Initiations, sacraments, robes, processions, 
Oiacol, the great constants of the Hellenistic Mysteries, as well as the philo- 
sophic ideas with which they were fused, all were as idiomatically a product 
of Classic Greece as its drama and art. 

With the collapse of classic Greek civilization, and the absence of great 
rationalistic metaphysicians to carry on the work of the classic philosophers, 
not so much a new spirit arose as the spirit which would appear in classic 
times to have been that of the majority, a spirit overshadowed in our picture 
of Classic Greece only because of the presence there of the great men who 
must have been as exceptional and remote then as they would have been at 
any time since. The Hellenistic Age was the age of the average intellect, with 
the possible exception of Posidonius and the mathematicians. Thé amazing 
thing is, not that in the Hellenistic Age the tone is so different from what 
appeared from her great men to be the spirit of Athens in her prime, but 
that, failing to produce giants, the rationalistic temper continued so dis- 
tinctly and so long to flavor the generally popular civilization. Over that 
rationalistic remnant swept wave after wave of oriental inundation—only at 
once to have its oriental character and objective rationalized. More than that, 
Greek rationalism could penetrate into all the world, and force Syrians, 
Egyptians, even hard headed Romans, into echoing Greek metaphysics. Not 
pure metaphysics as Aristotle understood it could thus penetrate and survive. 
But mystic metaphysics, made vivid to men through mythology, any my- 
thology, and through initiations into Oiaco1 with their sacraments, this meta- 
physic, like a magnificent quicklime, turned everything it touched into its 
own nature. Not least of all did it do so with the tiny group that proclaimed 
Jesus of Nazareth to be the Messiah. It is not that the metaphysic of Orphic- 
Pythagoreanism and Platonism remained unaffected by its borrowings. 
Strange new terms came into use. The mystic Logos, Sophia, and UAn; the 
“Female Principle of nature” as Plutarch called Isis, and as she appeared in 
many mythologies to typify creation in sexual language, and to promise the 
mystic ascent in language just as sexual; and then the fantastic nAnepwyata 
of grades of divinity: all were parts of the new data. Finally there was the 
great God, Absolute in Being, who had been represented on the hideous 
cross to gather to Himself, and annihilate in His own death, the sins of 
humanity. An overwhelming series of waves. The combination was certainly 
no longer Greek. It was a new compound. Yet for all the strange stuff in 
the mixture, the new ingredients were transformed more than they trans- 
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formed the Greek element. For in all intelligent Graeco-Roman circles, mere 
mythology was not enough. It had to be shot through with Greek rationalism. 

The Greek rationalism which transformed the mystic mythologies was, 
further, not any random type of that rationalism. The Stoics, to be sure, were 
interested in the mysteries and made some use of them. But what remains 
to us of the interpretation of the mysteries is, with amazing uniformity, an 
eclecticism, to be sure, varying in detail, but with a firm basis in Neo-Pythago- 
rean Platonism. Greeks like Herodotus and Diodorus were interested to 
record oriental mythology as data of oriental history. But men who adopted 
the mysteries to themselves, or were much influenced by mystic thought, 
seem almost invariably to have been Neo-Pythagoreans or Platonists.’ This 
is Not a surprising circumstance upon second glance. For these two schools, 
so closely related from the beginning, were at their earliest stages the closest 
of all to the Orphics, and in their version of Orphism developed the first 
mystic philosophies of Greece. Not that either Platonism or Pythagoreanism 
was exclusively mystical in its interests. But the rationalistic analysis of the 
Republic could find culmination in the Orphic eschatology of the tenth book 
as easily as Pythagorean numbers and ethics could culminate in metempsy- 
chosis, asceticism, and mystical experience. Plato’s charioteer drives his horses 
not simply through the cosmos, but out into the mystic beyond. Socrates 
died in Orphic hope. 

The great body of literature or tradition which must lie behind Plutarch, 
Apuleius, and Chaeremon is lost. But it must have been the continuation of 
this Orphic-Platonic-Pythagoreanism which they themselves are stating in 
the new typology of Egypt and Iran. The later writers who show mystic 
influences in their rationalism, or rationalistic influences in their mysticism, 
Plotinus, Porphyry, Iamblichus, Julian, Proclus, to say nothing of Justin 
Martyr, Clement, and Origen, have but to be named to show the consistency 
with which mystic rationalism remained true to the Pythagorean-Platonic 
type. Records of the early Hellenistic stages of this movement have so com- 
pletely disappeared that Bevan and Tarn have discussed Hellenistic Philoso- 
phy without reference to it. It is, without documents, impossible to state how 
influential that tradition was in the Hellenistic period. But it is a difficult 
thing to imagine that the great later tree which supported all these branches 
stood without roots in the Hellenistic Age. 

Into this atmosphere the Jew brought his faith and his Scriptures with 
their oriental stories and conceptions. He met not Aristotle or Zeno, but the 
mystic philosophy which was transforming every other oriental mythology 

1. It must be borne in mind that the most ignorant then as now were probably content with 
the simplest mythological literalism, and the most mechanical sacramentalism. But we must not 
judge the mysteries by these people, any more than we like to have our own religion, whatever 


it is, judged by the type of communicant who is too unintelligent to understand what we con- 
sider its real purport. 
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into a mystery religion. In an environment where the folk religions of Isis 
and Attis, and later of Mithra and Christianity,” were one after the other 
being made over into mysteries by the Greeks on the model, and with the 
philosophic foundation, of Orpheus, was Judaism alone to escape? Couid 
and did the Jew keep his orientalism intact, or even be content with occa- 
sional borrowings, or did his synagogue too tend to become a 8iagoc, and 
his whole tradition a typology of this mystic philosophy? It must at once be 
said that the thesis of this book is that Judaism in the Greek Diaspora did, 
for at least an important minority, become primarily such a mystery. There 
are, as will be indicated, abundant traces of Greek Jews who remained funda- 
mentally oriental, “literalists” Philo calls them. They wrote such works as 
IT and III Maccabees in praise of “normative” legalism. But there is indica- 
tion of a complete transformation of Judaism in the Greek world that has 
not been systematically examined. 

There is no important writer of antiquity who has been so little studied 
as Philo Judaeus. True most New Testament scholars, and students of Greek 
and Roman religious history, have at one time or another, to a greater or 
less degree, looked in his vast writings for answers to questions that have 
arisen in the course of their studies. He has been searched for traces of 
Platonism, of Stoicism, of Rabbinical affinities. The question of how much 
his Logos doctrine resembled or differed from the Christian Logos has been 
discussed for more than a century. Writers like Gfrérer, Dahne, Drummond, 
and Bréhier have attacked the complicated problem of trying to cull out 
from Philo’s allegorical mazes his religio-philosophical “system.” Students of 
the history of religion have indicated many details in his works that reflect 
the mysteries. To all of these and many others, but especially to the latest 
Religionsgeschichtlicher, Pascher, any student of Philo must be profoundly 
indebted. My own debt to Pascher will be abundantly apparent. The great 
work of Heinemann, Philons Bildung, is a splendid analysis of the different 
ingredients that have gone into Philo’s composition. 

But still the great continent of the Philonic allegory itself remains un- 
charted for the beginner. Still no one seems to have tried to read Philo, if 
I may say so, with the grain instead of against it, to understand what Philo 
himself thought he was driving at in all his passionate allegorical labors. We 
have insisted that Philo answer this or that question of our own, rather than 
listen to what he is himself trying to say. Even the attempts of Schiirer, 
Massebieau, and Cohn to give an introduction to the writings of Philo, 
though they have solved many critical problems about the relation of differ- 

2. No one would, I think, dispute that in the liturgy of the Apostolic Consututions, and in 
Clement and Origen, Christianity had become a mystery religion. The only dispute is as to 
how early one may assert that the change was made. That Christians were paralleling Chris- 


tianity and Orphism by the Second Century is clear alike from the writings of the period and 
the iconography of Christ. 
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ent treatises to each other, yet leave the reader quite at a loss for the content 
and purpose of the writings themselves. 

So it is not surprising, when a student should try to do just this which 
seems never to have been done, to read the corpus in an attempt to find what 
Philo himself wanted the reader to learn, that he should emerge with a novel 
interpretation. What must provoke initial resistance, especially on the part 
of those who have been reading Philo for years, without realizing how 

“cross-grained” their study has been, is that the new interpretation not only 
involves Philo, but has a significance for the whole problem of the origin of 
Christianity which most students in that field will not welcome. Yet I am 
none the less convinced of the truth of the interpretation, and am herewith 
publishing the first of a series of volumes in which I shall try to prove what 
has become to me an inevitable thesis. 

It will clarify the reader’s mind if that thesis is clearly stated at the outset. 

It seems to me then that Jews in the Diaspora began very early to borrow 
ideas from their neighbors. In this connection it must be remembered that 
their ancestors could never leave the gods of the Canaanites alone. In the 
earlier period of Israel it had been only the occasional prophet who recog- 
nized that the borrowing was not merely a taking over of attractive ideas 
and practices from the Gentiles, but was apostasy from true Yahvism. The 
great mass of the Israelites seem never to have suspected that to be Israelites 
meant to be in opposition to everything, however attractive, that was not pe- 
culiarly their own. So long as they were faithful to the requirements of Yah- 
veh they thought that they could satisfy the requirements of other gods as 
well, and still regard themselves as true Israelites. 

It is apparent that after the great revival of Ezra this was no longer pos- 
sible, at least as regards cult practices. The Jews became a race with a single 
and exclusive cult. But their nature seems not to have changed. The Phari- 
sees came forward in place of the ancient prophets to insist upon Jewish 
ideological exclusiveness, the sinfulness of Greek literature and manners. But 
no cursory reader of their history can miss the point that they had a terrific 
struggle to pull the Jews away from their fascinated preoccupation with 
Greek ways and ideas. How far they succeeded in Palestine up to the fall of 
Jerusalem, our records do not indicate. Yet even the Pharisees were full of 
foreign notions about angels, determinism, and the future life. 

Long before the beginnings of the Pharisaic reaction Jews went over to 
Egypt in great and increasing numbers, where almost a hundred years before 
the Chasidim they became so Hellenized that the old Bible was of no use 
to them in the original Hebrew and had to be translated. The translation 
which was made showed that even the few who could still read the old lan- 
guage at all had forgotten the original meaning of many of the words, and 
were primarily thinking in Greek terms. Jewish children now had Greek 
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names.® Still the cult was inviolable: that lesson had been learned once and 
for all. But the cult could put no bounds on the sensitivity, keenness, and 
range of the Jewish mind. 

I do not profess to be able to trace the process in detail. But what shreds 
of literature we have from Greek Judaism before Philo, and the full achieve- 
ment recorded by Philo’s time, indicate that here again the Jews were cap- 
tivated by their neighbors’ religion and thought. Yet since a Jew could not 
now simply become an initiate of Isis or Orpheus and remain a Jew as well, 
the amazingly clever trick was devised, we do not know when or by whom, 
of representing Moses as Orpheus and Hermes-Tat, and explaining that the 
Jewish “Wisdom” figure, by translation “Sophia,” was identical with that 
“Female Principle in nature” which Plutarch identified as Isis! All that now 
needed to be done was to develop sufficient skill in allegory and the Torah 
could be represented as the iepoc¢ Aoyoc par-excellence, whereby Judaism was 
at once transformed into the greatest, the only true, Mystery. Moses became 
priest and hierophant as well as lawgiver. The door was wide open, and the 
Jews, without the slightest feeling of disloyalty, or the abandonment of their 
cult practices, could and did take over the esoteric ideology of the mystic 
philosophers about them, especially and inevitably the Pythagorean-Plato- 
nism of Alexandria. Indeed they early claimed, not that they had borrowed 
it from the Greeks, but that the Greeks originally had taken it from them. 

A great mystic conception of Judaism and of life was thereby developed. 
The stages by which all this occurred are very uncertain. Moses had become 
Orpheus and Hermes-Tat possibly two centuries before Philo did his writ- 
ing, certainly not much later than a century and a half before him. But the 
intermediate steps are lost, and in Philo, while the Jewish Mystery is fully 
developed, all trace of the process by which the Jews came to ascribe the ex- 
traordinary powers to the Patriarchs is lost. Moses now has the power of 
Hermes, but the explicit comparison is no longer made. 

There is much that is uncertain about Hellenistic Judaism. Yet the fact is, 
it seems to me, that by Philo’s time, and long before, Judaism in the Greek- 
speaking world, especially in Egypt, had been transformed into a Mystery. 

The objective of this Judaism was salvation in the mystical sense. God was 
no longer only the God presented in the Old Testament: He was the Abso- 
lute, connected with phenomena by His Light-Stream, the Logos or Sophia. 
The hope and aim of man was to leave created things with their sordid com- 
plications, and to rise to incorruption, immortality, life, by climbing the 
mystic ladder, traversing the Royal Road, of the Light-Stream. 

God, 6 8&6c, as the quotation on the title page says,“ was to be found by 


3. Except for “Ezekiel the Tragic Poet,” which may well be a nom-de-plume, every Hellenis- 
tic Jewish writer has a Greek name. 


4. Praem., 46: GAndevov 58 petiaow of tov Bedv de pavtaciobévtes, Pott mids. 
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that lower type of divinity, the radiation or emanation from Himself which 
men of the age frequently called €¢6¢ without the article; He was a Light 
which was discerned by the Light-Rays that He shot forth, as we see the 
sun, itself a light, by means of the rays that reach us, gwtl Gc. 

The Law became a difficult problem. As the Torah, the sacred teaching, it 
was the iepoc¢ Adyoc of the Mystery; but as a set of commands concerned 
with physical life it was obviously of less importance than the great spiritual 
reality of the Light-Stream. So again a clever solution was found: the Law, 
as commandments, was said to be only the projection of the true Law, the 
Logos, into the material medium of nouns and verbs. It was the material 
copy of a Platonic original. As such it had its uses, and by most Jews was 
carefully followed. But its spiritual value was secondary altogether to that of 
the great Source of the written Law, the Unwritten Law, the unwritten 
streaming Logos-Nomos of God. Only as one came up into this, the true 
Law of Judaism, had one fulfilled the Law of Moses. 

The Patriarchs, it was said, had had access to this Law, and so had been 
true Jews before the legislation of Sinai. Indeed they were the model Jews, 
the Hierophants of the Mystery. One could be a Jew, in a sense, by obeying 
the copy-law. But the true Jew, according to mystic Judaism, got his Law 
through the mediation of the Patriarchs, especially of Moses, who had as- 
cended the Stream to the Logos, and were God’s “loans” to help other men, 
Jews and proselytes, to come to the same vision. Indeed some of them, espe- 
cially Moses, were incarnations of the Logos, and so the saviors of those who 
would join the Mystery. The great temple cultus was also allegorized as rep- 
resenting a Mystery. But it was the “Lower Mystery,” and seems to have 
been stressed at all only because the Jews did not want to abandon that cul- 
tus, and yet, if they kept it, had to see mystic-rationalistic significance in it. 

How far such Jews organized themselves into cult groups, Siaco1, I have 
not been abie to determine. The evidence seems on the whole to suggest that 
they may have had their mystic initiation, baptism, like the Christians later, 
and a “sacred table” from which the uninitiated were rigorously kept away. 
The evidence for this is unsatisfactory because scanty and not in agreement. 
But however much or little the Jewish Mystery may have developed its own 
cult practices, it seems, as a mystic philosophy, to have been the heart and 
core of Greek Judaism. At least the remains of the liturgy of Greek syna- 
gogues is drenched with this mystic conception of and aspiration for God. 

Philo is the chief source for knowledge of details of this Mystery, but he 
does not stand alone, and there is enough evidence, it seems to me, to war- 
rant assuming not only the existence of the Jewish Mystery, but that in some 
such way the movement developed. Certainly it is in terms of the Mystery 
that Philo alone becomes intelligible, for all his writing is oriented about it, 
and directed toward its explanation. 
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My general thesis does not stop here, though this is as far as the present 
volume attempts to go. It seems that, if one admits the existence of this Mys- 
tery, it is here that he must look for the origin and explanation of that amaz- 
ing Jewish art which the Yale expedition, under Professor Rostovtzeff, has 
just uncovered at Dura. Further if the Mystery did exist, if Judaism in the 
circles that were using the Septuagint had come to mean what I have indi- 
cated, we must look closely at Christian origins for the answer to many prob- 
lems that have baffled us. Thereby we may expect, perhaps, the unsettling of 
many theories. But these later aspects of the thesis, the art, and the influence 
of the Mystery in early Greek Christianity, must await the subsequent vol- 
umes of this series. For obviously the first step is to settle the question “Was 
there ever such a mystic Judaism?” This volume is published as a separate 
study that discussion may be simplified by being concentrated upon that 
single point. 

The study begins with Philo because he is our only extended source in 
Hellenistic Judaism. From him the main lines of the Mystery are first de- 
scribed. It appears from his own writings that he is not thinking im vacuo in 
his own age, but represents at.least a very considerable minority of his Jewish 
associates in the Greek world, if not a majority. If he then has not invented 
Mystic Judaism, once that term has become clear through analyzing his 
presentation, how far back does it go, and how did the movement develop? 
This is the problem of Chapter X, followed by.a discussion of a body of 
material, fragments from a mystic Jewish liturgy, which in their present 
form are apparently later than Philo, but which throw much additional light 
upon the movement. 

In discussing the Mystery the purpose is to be principally descriptive. Ear- 
lier approaches to the problem have been made by historians of religion prin- 
cipally interested in the analogies to be drawn, for example, between Philo’s 
Sophia and Isis, or his Powers and similar conceptions in Persia. Such an 
approach seems to me to be fundamentally secondary. I have not neglected 
to use all the light possible from oriental religions, though I do not profess 
to have used all there is. In the primitive stages of the movement, as shown 
in Chapter X, Jews were obviously looking directly and avowedly to Or- 
pheus and Isis. But Philo, it seems to me, is far beyond so crude a stage of 
syncretism. He is looking, and with him apparently at least his most intelli- 
gent associates, not directly at Gentile mythology but at the Hellenistic mys- 
tic philosophy which made any mythology only a typology for its doctrines. 
The allegories of Philo are then not attempts at making Abraham, Moses, 
Sophia, and the ark types of Isis or the Persian pleroma, but of the ideas 
which Greek thinkers were forcing upon all mythology. For Philo the 
Hellenization of Isis was a foreign thing, a parallel in the true sense of be- 
ing a line which would never touch his own. Only as notions from Isis had 
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very early come into Judaism or had been completely assimilated into Greek 
mysticism could they affect him. To begin with the parallels is then mis- 
leading, for it implies that Philo himself had, for example, the Isiac mythol- 
ogy in mind as he wrote about Sophia. As a matter of fact it is patent that 
he would have regarded such an assumption as a violent travesty and insult. 
The approach to Philo by parallels from other systems is often as uncon- 
vincing as the parallels frequently quoted between Paul and Mithra, or Or- 
pheus. In view of the character of Paul, it is at once incredible that he should 
from such sources have taken practices and ideals directly and de novo to 
weave them into his new faith. In the case of Philo his interest in the think- 
ers of Greece is as obvious as his dependence upon them. But his attitude 
toward the mysteries of his neighbors is as scornful as toward their worship 
of cats and crocodiles. For some of Philo’s predecessors two hundred years 
before him this was’not the case. But it is clear that the early stage of syn- 
cretism with mythology was quickly lost. Moses did not continue long, we 
infer, to be developed explicitly as the Jewish Osiris or Musaeus. Rather he 
became the Greek hierophant ideal, to lead men to Being. The transition is 
lost, but the distinction between the two attitudes with which Greek Jews 
approached their environment is unmistakable. 

Philo’s advanced position, offering Judaism as a solution of common mys- 
tic problems independent of the other mysteries, must have presupposed a 
period when Judaism had at least for a time allowed itself to be compared 
with the mysteries already recognized by Greek thinkers, that is primarily 
with Orpheus and secondarily with Isis. After Judaism had, at least in its 
own eyes, been recognized as a religion offering a way to mystic objectives 
in conscious comparison with the other mysteries, it could go on to represent 
itself as the only true Mystery, and deal with its own mythology. and the 
mystic philosophy without further reference to its competitors. It is not for 
the historian to say that only so could the Philonic stage of the Mystery have 
been reached, but @ priori this would seem the natural way, and the records 
make it highly probable that in such a way Judaism actually did become the 
type of religion Philo describes. 

The transformation in Judaism seems to me as complete as that from the 
Synoptics to Chalcedon. In both religions the oriental element was never en- 
tirely lost, to say the least. But both religions came to be predominately ex- 
pressions of that powerful genius, the Greek genius as it survived in the 
Hellenistic and Roman world. 


CHAPTER I 
THE GOD OF THE MYSTERY 


One of the most familiar facts about Philo is that to him God was the Abso- 
lute, a single and unique Being beyond even the Monad and the number 
One, as well as beyond the Good and all other categories.* Yet, like the God 
of later Neo-Platonism, Philo’s Deity had somehow to be brought into rela- 
tion with the world, in spite of the fact that He was essentially beyond rela- 
tion. In the solution of the problem of how the unrelated God could be the 
God of the universe Philo vividly foreshadows the thought of Plotinus. The 
sun was taken as the figure, that orb which burns, to all appearances, eter- 
nally, yet without need of fuel from outside itself. Independent of the world, 
a self-sufficient existence, it sends out its great stream of light and heat which 
makes life possible upon the earth. This stream may be called a stream of 
light, or of heat, or of life, or of creation. But the stream itself is greater 
than any of these single aspects, since it includes them all. The aspects are 
only convenient abstractions for our immediate purpose, for the stream from 
the sun is not a pluralistic collection of independent elements, but is itself a 
unit. It is not the sun, yet it is in a sense the projection of the sun to us, or 
was so regarded by the ancients, in as much as in ancient thought light was 
a stream of fire coming from a fiery source. Even those schools furthest re- 
moved from regarding light as a’stream of particles or atoms made it in 
some sense an amavyaoua, a radiation or emanation from and of fiery 
nature. , 

Such a figure was universally taken in antiquity when the problem of the 
relation of the Unrelated had to be discussed. From Plato’s myth of the Cave 
on through the latest Neo-Platonists, the Absolute, Plato’s to ayaQov, was a 
solar source which was the unaffected cause of even those shadows which 
seem to ordinary men to be the only existences. In so far as a concept could 
be connected with the anavyaopa from Reality, it had reality. The amav- 
yaoua could then be a purely ontological theory in metaphysics, or it could 
inspire the mystical fervor with which Plato’s passage is heated. Or it could 
be, as to Plato, both. For metaphysical or mystical purposes the figure of 
light was definitely always a figure of speech rather than a literal transfer- 
ence of the details of ancient physical theories of light. But the figure was 
constantly used, as of course it still is. 

The tendency was equally constant to break up the Light-Stream from 
God into successive stages. As light is brighter at the source, or as one ap- 
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proaches the source, so the Light-Stream of Reality is brighter as one gets 
away from its more remote glimmerings to deal with it nearer its point of 
origin. The successive stages of decreasing brilliance were then over and 
again marked off as distinct grades of reality. Plato had done something 
suggestively similar in the allegory of the Cave. There was the sun, To 
ayaov, then ta voyta, and then the shadows of these, their representation 
within the cave of the material world. This is a very simple scheme. By 
Philo’s time, largely under inspiration from the Orient, the schematizations 
were becoming much more elaborate. 

Indeed it was by this means that mythology was chiefly used to make 
vivid and experiential the metaphysical conception. Any formulation of the 
relation of the Unrelated, whether made primarily with metaphysical or 
mystical objective, is perforce mythological. Even Aristotle, when faced with 
the problem of connecting the Unmoved Mover with matter, presented an 
explanation, the longing of matter for form, which strongly resembles myth. 
Less rigorous rationalists felt even more consciously that they were trying 
here to explain the inexplicable, and, like Plato, used myth frankly. The 
beautiful stories of foreign religions, or of the apparently native Orpheus, 
could be used quite as easily, and, it was correctly appreciated, quite as accu- 
rately, as those made to order like Plato’s. It is true that in turning Plato’s 
stages of reality into solar emanations the Hellenistic World went far from 
Plato’s own teachings. There are no hints in Plato that the Forms are “rays” 
from To ayaQov, or that form in matter was such. All our evidence suggests 
that this was a mystical element which came from the East into Greek 
thinking. It may have been introduced by a few great individuals, such as, 
possibly, Posidonius, or it may have come in gradually as Platonists con- 
tinued to reach out for fresh parables to explain the grades of reality. But by 
Philo’s time the grades had become emanations, and the Hellenistic mind 
was quite open to any new mythological formulation which would be help- 
ful to one who wished to visualize and ascend the Stream. 

The contrast between the mythology at its origin and the use made of it 
by Hellenistic schools was that the Isis or Mithra story was mythology in the 
sense of folk history in its native state, but became, as has been suggested, 
arbitrary typology, a myth in the Platonic sense of the term, to the Greek. 
Even Apuleius, when in rapture he has a vision of Isis rising from the sea, 
prays to her not as to the personal Isis, but as to a conventionalization of the 
“Female Principle in nature,” whom he could address by many names be- 
cause no one name meant anything literally. 

Two main types of formulation of the Stream had arisen, what may be 
called the Persian type of pleroma, and the Female Principle type. According 
to the Persian type God is a solar source sending out rays. In the Pseudo- 
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Aristotelian De Mundo the satraps of the Great King are used as figures, 
for they projected out through the great realm of Persia the Royal Power 
which was invisibly concealed at its source in the capital. If the King is the 
sun, the satraps are his rays, his 5uvayeic, lesser manifestations of the single 
reality, Royal Power. This the Hellenistic writer used as a myth of the Abso- 
lute God, sending out His Suvapeic to be the divine forces and representa- 
tions in the material world. In oriental religions themselves there were fami- 
lies of deities, theogonies, and, more importantly for our purpose, descending 
groups of deities. Plutarch names from Persia such a series descending from 
Ahura Mazda.” The first three are the gods or creators, respectively, of 
evvola, aAnOeta, and evvopia; the second three are the creators of co¢ia, of 
wealth (mottoc) and “of the pleasures which have reference to what is 
noble” (tév émi toic Kadoic nSewv). Beneath these are twenty-four lower 
deities who were put within the Cosmic Egg, and so represent the forces of 
deity active within the material world. These are not named. A parallel list 
of the descending deities, Amesha Spentas, as the Persians called them, is 
preserved. Pascher® is quite right in paralleling Plutarch’s list with that in 
the Avesta: 1. Vohu Mano, Good Thought; 2. Asha Vahista, Perfect Right- 
eousness; 3. Khshathra Vairya, Good Royalty; 4. Spenta Armaiti, Pious 
Modesty; 5. Haurvatat, Health; 6. Ameretat, Immortality.* These Amesha 
Spentas are so much like divine emanations which we shall encounter in 
Philo that Darmesteter® thought their presence in the Avesta indicated a 
Philonic or Neo-Platonic influence, and so a late date for the Persian formu- 
lation. Bousset showed the error of such a conclusion, and since his writing 
the influence of Iranian speculation upon Philo has been generally assumed.° 
However justifiable the assumption of direct Iranian influence upon Philo 
may or may not prove to be, it is clear that Plutarch’s list is only generally 
similar to the list in the Avesta. 

In the Mithra-Liturgy there appear to be similar groupings, the “seven 


2. De Iside, 47. 3. Kénigsweg, p. 214. 

4. See also J. Darmesteter, The Zend Avesta, (The Sacred Books of the East, vol. IV), p. lvi. 

5. Loc. cit. 

6. W. Bousset, “Die Himmelreise der Seele,” Archiv fur Religionswissenschaft, 1V, 157, 0. 2. 
See Pascher, Kénigsweg, pp. 209 ff. As Pascher says, the association of Philo’s teaching with the 
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could not have been a part of the Gentile Zeitgeist of Alexandria, and so available for direct 
assimilation there. Plutarch, magical papyri, and the Hermetica show the active presence of 
Iranian influence. 
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Tuxat of the heaven (or the universe, ovpavoc), noble and good virgins, 
sacred (iepai) and of the same type of existence as piviplopodop, the most 
holy guardians of the four pillars.’ Each is hailed in the Liturgy by its 
magical name. Beneath these seven goddesses are seven gods with the faces 
of black bulls, with linen garments and golden diadems, also with magical 
names. The vision of all these comes after the first experience by which the 
mystic breathes into himself the Spirit of God.° Strengthened by this he ad- 
dresses God in magical light terms, and begs Him to approach. Immediately 
he is surrounded by light rays. Then he sees “a younger God, fair of form, 
with locks of fire, clad in a white chiton and a scarlet chlamys, and with a 
fiery crown.” This is Helios, the greatest of the gods, that is the greatest of 
the lesser divinities. He is distinguished by the fact that he traverses the 
Heavenly Road.® Above him is still 6 peéyioto¢ Ge6c, to whom the lesser 
deity is besought to conduct the mystic. First the mystic is conducted 
through the pleroma described, and finally he comes to the Greatest God. 
The Greatest is also young, with a light-glance. He has golden hair, is 
clothed in a white chiton, a golden crown, and wears trousers. He carries a 
starry symbol and emits stars from his body. This experience of seeing the 
Greatest means at once death and birth to the mystic, so that now he too is a 
traverser of the Way which the supreme God has created, established by 
Law, and made the pvotypiov, the sacrament or secret teaching. 

Out of all this material it becomes clear that the Way is important, and 
the light-mysticism, as well as the general formulation of the supreme God 
beneath whom is the pleroma. The highest of the lower deities is the mystic 
guide along the Way through the pleroma to the Greatest. But there is no 
standardization of the pleroma. The idea of the pleroma is important, but 
not a specific formulation within the pleroma. 

Over against this general organization of the Light-Stream, a type whose 
origin seems primarily to have been in Persia, stands the Female Principle 
type of formulation, in which the mysticism of sex is fundamental. Accord- 
ing to Plutarch*° Osiris, the light god and the Logos, has a wife, Isis, through 
whom he produces Horus, the type of the projection of divine light into the 
lower realm. Horus would seem to be the Divine Stream as clothed in mat- 
ter, the Cosmic Logos. Just what Isis typifies does not clearly appear. She is 
the “Female Principle in nature, the recipient of all coming into being” (to 
Thc gUcEWC OfAU, kal SexTiKOv amaonc Yeveoewc). Since she was originally 
a chthonic deity she would appear to be somewhat analogous to the Mother 
Nature of our own figurative speech. By fertilizing her Osiris could beget 


4. A. Dieterich, Eine Mithrasliturgie, 1923, p. 12, ll. 20 ff. 

8. Axe and tov telov adtevitwv cic ceavtov tO mvetpa: ib., p. ro, Ll. 23 ff. 

g. Ib., 12, 1. 11: &Aedoetar eis tov x6A0u xal Sper adtov reQutatotvta ds év 65H. 
10. De Iside, 53 ff. 


THe Gop oF THE MysTEry 15 


the world, though he first begat the World-Principle.** At the same time 
her longing for Osiris, her gathering his fragments together, is a symbol of 
the whole spirit of mystic ascent, the desire to find the whole of God in place 
of fragments, and the intense longing for union. It is apparent from the De 
Iside and from Apuleius that the mystic finds the first great step to be union 
with Isis in her search, and then union with Osiris, as the mystic, now identi- 
fied with Isis, is gratified by partaking in Isis’ own experience with Osiris.’’ 

As has been suggested, the important thing about this formulation is not 
specifically the Isis myth but the concept of the “Female Principle of nature” 
and the notion of mystic ascent by a sexual mystic union with that “Prin- 
ciple.” The idea may have originated in Isis (though in any other fertility 
goddess as easily), but to the mind of Apuleius the mythology of Demeter 
and Persephone, or of Aphrodite, of the Phrygian Magna Mater, of Athena, 
of the Candian Artemis, Hera, Bellona, or Hecate would do just as well. 
Again as with the Persian type of formulation, one feels that the mythology 
has been turned by the Greek mind into a typology, and has lost thereby al- 
most all literal significance. 

Both of these types of ascent, which to Plutarch were rneaielves inter- 
changeable, were made into Siacoi by the Greeks after the manner of Or- 
pheus. The temporal priority of Orphism over the mass of Hellenistic mys- 
teries is obvious enough. It was, to be sure, antedated in Greece by the 
Eleusinian Mysteries, and by the more extreme and crude form of Dionysiac 
rites. It came forward largely as a reformed and tempered Dionysiac mys- 
tery. But more important for Hellenistic religion than the temporal priority 
of Orphism is Orphism’s logical priority. In the Orphic-Dionysiac tradition 
there was apparently for the first time invented the Oiacoc, the “local con- 
gregation” conception, in accordance with which an Orphic or Dionysiac 
cultus could be set up wherever there were initiates. The mysteries of Eleusis 
were definitely localized. The Orphic-Dionysiac groups scattered rapidly and 
widely throughout the Greek-speaking world. In the classical age itself, then, 
the Dionysiac-Orphic movement created the Siacoc. The Bacchanalian ex- 
cesses, singularly inappropriate as they seem to our notion of Greek life, 
were very popular, and of great importance. When one considers the respect 
shown these rites by the dramatists and Plato, it becomes apparent that, how- 
ever foreign in origin, the Greeks had made a real place for them in their 
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life. An institution which could so affect Greek life as to produce its whole 
great tradition of tragedy is obviously not to be regarded as anything but an 
integral part of Classic Greece. Here, in a wild way, to be sure, Greeks 
learned first to look for an immediate experience of God which would be a 
sharing in the divine immortal nature, and so be a foretaste of life after 
death. The myth stressed also the notion that the universe was to be ex- 
plained in terms of a Supreme Deity who has sexual relations with a “Fe- 
male Principle,” Demeter, a chthonic deity, and so produces the Savior God 
Dionysus. | 

Orphism sought to get the same results as the Bacchanalia by a more tem- 
pered cultus and a more philosophical mythology. The 9iacoc, the notion of 
the possible share of man in divine nature by cult acts, and the conception 
of the cosmic significance of the Savior God as the son of the supreme deity 
by the “Female Principle,” were kept. But Orphism went on to a more defi- 
nitely dualistic formulation of the nature of man than appears in our rec- 
ords of the Dionysiac rites in their unreformed state. There seems first to 
have arisen here the conception of the uncleanness of matter, and hence of 
the necessity for regeneration in the sense of purification. The Orphics seem 
to have given the Greeks a “sense of sin” in the later meaning of that phrase, 
as well as a way of escape from the cloying contamination of the “wheel.” 
Its white-clad initiates were free from the burden of the flesh, and were only 
awaiting the final deliverance. 

Now it must be noticed that in the Classic Age the Greeks had developed 
a tremendous sense that unaided humanity is helpless without some sort of 
superhuman intervention. Man is sinful by his very nature, and only as he 
can get out of that nature into the divine nature can he hope really to live, 
since life in the body is death. A divine savior is at hand to give him this life, 
the Son of the supreme God and “the Female Principle,” and into the very 
being of the savior the mystic can rise. The means thereto are at hand, the 
sacraments offered in the widely scattered Oiacot. But it is just as important 
to notice that strong as was the conviction of the truth of this theory of man, 
powerful as were the attractions of the rites, in Classic Greece herself there 
were, as represented by the Bacchic and Orphic Oiaco1, two mythologies, dif- 
ferent though similar, two sets of sacraments. If Plato could treat each with 
respect, the less critical “average man” would have done so. What does this 
mean for the attitude of the Greek? It can only mean that the theory of man 
and of his need for salvation, of salvation as release from matter and union 
with divine nature, of the possibility of attaining that salvation through cere- 
monies, was widely accepted, but that the mythology itself was rather sug- 
gestive than definitive. Orphism and the Bacchic Oiacot were not rival 
“churches,” denouncing each other, and asserting each its own exclusive 
truth. Probably a large majority of the Greeks who were initiated into one 
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were also in the other, and, if their place of residence permitted, into the 
Eleusinian Mysteries also. The appeal of the Greek mystery was the appeal 
of a philosophy of life and of a promise through rites to gain an emotional 
realization of the objective of that philosophy, and not the appeal of a specific 
mythology. 

Indeed the indifference to specific mythological formulations is seen within 
Orphism itself. This is not the place to treat Orphism as such in extenso. 
But it will be well to point out at least its treatment of the “Female Prin- 
ciple” in nature, a phenomenon which will in itself show conclusively that 
mythology was a very elastic and typological affair within the Orphic cult 
group. 

We look within the Orphic Hymns for the best revelation of the concep- 
tions lying behind the cult, at least in the Hellenistic Age. Modern scholar- 
ship has seriously questioned the relation of this literature to the cult. Traces 
of Orphic cults in the Hellenistic and Roman times have been disappoint- 
ingly meager in archaeological remains, especially at Rome, and the hypothe- 
sis has been forcibly advanced that the Hymns and the Argonautica repre- 
sent a literary Orphism that existed as a movement of mystic philosophy 
independent of an actual cult.** To this it must first be protested that our 
knowledge of Hellenistic life, particularly in such centers as Alexandria, is 
from the archaeological point of view so inadequate as to make an argument 
ex silentio very dangerous. On the other hand absence of Orphic remains at 
Rome proves little for the East, since Orphism was a type of solution of 
life’s problems which had little appeal to the Roman mind. It has always 
been a Greek, or Eastern, thing. Even today the difference between the type 
of piety traditionally Eastern and the piety represented in the Western 
church is that the Roman tradition so largely lacks the Orphic sense of 
“contamination,” as contrasted with “guilt.” Absence of Roman remains of 
Orphism, then, proves nothing about the possibility of a real cult back- 
ground for the Greek Orphic literature of the Hellenistic Age. Still the 
possibility remains that the Orphic Hymns had little real cult association. 
Granted this, though it is unproved and dubious, it is still true that the 
type of thought expressed in those Hymns was a continuous and forceful 
thing. They certainly do not represent the point of view of primitive Or- 
phism. How much they represent the point of view of the Orphism so ac- 
ceptable to Pythagoreans and Plato is something we cannot say. But they tell 
their own story for their own age, which is all we need for our purpose, the 
story of a definite, powerful, and persistent mystic convention of thought. 

Here it is that the “Female Principle” is receiving highly important devel- 
opment. Rhea, daughter of Protogonus, wife of Cronos, and mother of Zeus, 
is mother of Gods and men, and of the earth, heaven, sea, and winds. She is 


13. André Boulanger, Orphée (Paris, 1925), pp. 53-67. 


18 By Licutr, Licut 


addressed as the First Author (dpxtyéveOAe), Savior (cwteipa), and saves 
by her high minded purposes (owtypioc evppovi Boudy).* In another 
Hymn’** the “Mother of the Gods” is addressed in exactly the same terms, 
called the spouse (ouvoyeuvoc) of Cronos, but called also the Phrygian 
Savior (Dpuying owteipa), that is the Phrygian Magna Mater. Demeter is 
the All-Mother (mayynteiea),*® which in the next Hymn, also to Demeter, 
is explained as meaning “Mother of immortal gods and mortal men.”** In 
these two Hymns she is of course the goddess who gives the fruits of the 
earth, but she is also the sharer of Dionysus’ hearth, his follower. She is the 
proclaimer of the “holy marriage of chthonic Zeus.” To her is applied the 
portentous word pouvoyevyjc, “unique of kind,” and her coming brings to 
men the mystic peace and evvouia. She is the many-named. It is obviously 
the same goddess who is addressed as Goddess Earth (Iaia 6ea), “Mother 
of the Blessed Ones and mortal men,” though in this case without any refer- 
ence to the specific story of Demeter.** Semele, the unfortunate mother of 
Dionysus, is also the “Universal Queen” (mapBaciteia).*° Hippa, the nurse 
of Dionysus, is identified with the Magna Mater of Phrygia and Lydia, but 
when she is called “the chthonic mother, Queen” it is obvious that the asso- 
ciation may also be with Demeter.’® Aphrodite is in turn the one who has 
given birth to all things in heaven, earth, and sea. She is mother of neces- 
sity, the throne mate of Dionysus, and the 9a Baoideia recognized in Syria 
and Egypt, that is she is the Syrian Dea and Isis.” Persephone is also 
Houvoyevnc, at once a virgin goddess and the mother of Dionysus (called 
here Eubouleus) and of the Eumenides, and is obviously like Demeter in 
being the source of earthly fruit.” 

So far, it is evident, there is a common notion applied to all this list of 
goddesses. However different they were in details, each is the Great Mother, 
the Female Principle, the universal Queen. Some, like Persephone, appear to 
represent only aspects of the activity of the Female Principle. But to most of 
them the total functions of that Principle are indifferently ascribed, while 
mythologies foreign to Orphism are freely borrowed, not for their parallel- 
ism to Greek mythology, but on the basis of their adaptability to illuminate 
the significance of the Female Principle. 

With this Female Principle goes the notion of bisexuality of the female 
with power to impregnate. The Hymn to Misa, whoever she was, hails her 
as male and female (aeonv kai O%Auc), double natured (Sipuyc); so she is 
identical with Dionysus (Iacchus), and has the seminal power of Dionysus 
as Eubouleus. But she is also identified with Demeter of Eleusis, with the 
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Magna Mater of Phrygia, with Aphrodite (Cytheria), and with Isis.** Here 
the Female Principle has indeed swallowed up all mystic mythology, which 
has been dissolved in a conception of Deity that combines the notion of the 
universal genetrix with the power of impregnation. It is highly likely that 
this power of impregnation would be applied to the mystic impregnation of 
the initiate. It is notable for what is to come that this deity is also the Qeopo- 
pdpoc, the source of legislation. The male-female is also Pallas Athene, who 
is likewise wouvoyevnec, a virgin, and geovyoic.* The Hymn to Nature ex- 
presses the same notion in making Nature “her own Father, Fatherless,” and 
“universal Mother,” the “Father and Mother of all.” Nature is all-gleaming 
(mavauyéc). She is self-sufficient, is Dike, is the “Universal Queen” and all 
wise (mdavoogoc). She is eternal Life (aidioc Cw) and deathless Provi- 
dence.”® Dionysus is hailed as Adonis, male and female (kovpy kai Kope).”° 
Within this composite conception was also included the notion that it was 
the Fire or Light-Stream. It is with reference to the Light-Stream that I in- 
terpret the almost constant allusion to these god-goddesses as the “torch- 
bearer,” and the fact that Dionysus is specifically born in fire (mupoomopoc), 
is the fire breather (mupinvooc) and fire blazer (mupibeyync).?” 

In the Hellenistic period, then, the Greeks would have been amazed at the 
suggestion that in adopting new mythologies, and new rites, they were any 
less Greek than before. A Hellenistic Greek was interested in the religions 
of Egypt and the East only in so far as they offered new myths with funda- 
mentally the old significance, and rites that could be adapted to use in a 
Greek @iacoc. The life that had flowed into him in the streaming cup of 
Dionysus might now, under new influences, become the Light-Stream as 
represented in the mythology of Isis or Mithra. The Mithraic pleroma might 
also appear. But I do not think we shall understand the Greek of the Hel- 
lenistic or Roman period if we take any of the mythologies as meaning much 
to him in their literal form. None of them was ever made into a creed, and 
for none of them was it ever dreamed of asserting an exclusive claim to the 
truth. 

These were the great types of formulation. There were, as said, the Female 
Principle or bisexual type of formulation, and the Oriental pleroma, but 
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both of these had significance only as they threw figurative light upon the 
Bacchic-Orphic objective, escape from the toils of the body into immaterial 
immortal life. And to a man like Plutarch, they were interchangeable ty- 
pologies for the same reality. 

This seems to be the mystic background of Philo and his group. In his 
thinking about God, as it has been pointed out by Pascher and others, there 
are remarkable similarities to Isis and to the Amesha Spentas of Persia, 
though Pascher has overlooked the fact that the Philonic Sophia is much 
more like the Orphic compound Female Principle than anything specifically 
Isiac. But what Philonic Judaism is trying to do is not to find a Jewish Isis 
or Demeter, or a Jewish series of Amesha Spentas, it is trying to find within 
Judaism a symbolic basis by which it can express and achieve the Greek 
mystic goal. 

The Greek mystic goal was, it is being argued, a concept inherently inde- 
pendent of its mythological formulations. Fortunately we possess a state- 
ment of the concept itself apart from mythological formulation in a frag- 
ment from a Neo-Pythagorean writer, Onatas, of whom we know only that 
this one fragment bears his name.”* It is important for our purpose as an 
expression of the mystic philosophy that lies behind all the assimilations of 
the mythologies, and is for us particularly illuminating because of its basic 
similarity to the objective of Philo. ‘There is no need of apology for quoting 
in extenso the little read material: 


God has knowledge of the affairs of other living beings, . . . unless He is so to 
a very restricted number of men.2? And His Powers (Suvaptes) are Truth.*° 
These of which He is the herdsman, are manifest and knowable.*! For God is 
Himself mind (voc) and soul (wuyd) and the director (tO cyepovixov) of the 
whole universe. But His Powers (Svvoutes) are Truth, and the things of which 
they are the herdsmen are the works and the deeds, and the movements that occur 
in the whole universe. So God is Himself neither visible nor perceptible, but 
rather is to be contemplated (teweatdc) only by reason (Adyoc) and minc 
(vooc). But His works and deeds are clearly perceptible to all men. Yet it seem: 
to me that God is not a unit, although the Greatest and Most Exalted, the Rule: 
of all, is One. But the many other [gods] are distinguished with reference to thei 
function (xata dSuvaytv), and over them all He rules who is preéminent ir 
power, greatness, and virtue. This latter would be the God who embraces the 
whole universe, but the other gods who run in the heaven along with the univer 
sal revolution are, reasonably (xat& Adyov), servants of the First and Conceptual 
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Those who say that there is one God and not many are in error. For they do not 
grasp the supreme quality of the divine preéminence. So I mean that they have 
not understood that the Supreme Principle rules and directs beings similar to 
Himself, and is more powerful and exalted than the others. The other gods have 
such a relation to the First and Conceptual God as members of a chorus to the 
leader, as soldiers to the general, or as comrades in arms within a single troop to 
the troop leader and captain, for it is their nature to follow after the man who is 
leading them well. So their function is alike to rule and to be ruled, but those 
things that are ruled could not be appointed to their tasks if they were deprived 
of their leader, just as members of a chorus could not be set to singing together, 
or soldiers to military exploit, if they were deprived of their captain or chorus 
leader. 

Such a nature [as that of the Supreme Leader] has need of nothing whether 
akin or extraneous to Himself. Accordingly He is not composed out of two 
things, soul and body (for He is entirely soul), nor out of any contraries (for 
contraries are wont by nature both to rule and to be ruled). The mixture with 
the body sullies the purity of the soul, for the soul is unpolluted and divine, but 
the body is mortal and mixed with mud. In the same way lead sullies gold, and 
anything spurious sullies what is naturally genuine. In general God gave the body 
to mortal beings as a result of an eternal and ineluctable necessity. For whatever 
shares in generation is by nature destitute and impoverished. 

God is therefore, as I said at the outset of this discourse, Himself Origin 
(aexa) and the First. The cosmos and the things that move in every way in it 
are divine (Jetoc). Similarly the soul is a spirit (Saiuwv) for it rules and puts 
in motion the whole being), while the body, and all its parts, is spiritual. So one 
must distinguish between God and the divine, spirit and the spiritual. 


The ideas here suggested must be clearly vizualized. The word cdc, the 
author protests, is not to be reserved to the Supreme God. But actually the 
Supreme God is utterly beyond the lower gods. They have no power to 
carry out their functions, which are obviously to control the various phe- 
nomena of the universe, apart from the supreme and single Leadership. We 
have little from the fragment as to the exact nature of these lower deities, 
except that they are “like” the Supreme God. But that is not illuminating, 
for it is His nature to be unmixed with everything that would sully His 
character as the pure leader, while they are both rulers and ruled. He is pure 
soul and mind. The lower gods would seem naturally to be the Powers of 
the first lines of the fragment, though the text is here too corrupt for the 
identification to be certain. But the general picture is clear. There is the One 
God, unmixed, pure, aloof, inaccessible to men except by reason and mind. 
Beneath Him, subject to His power, are the gods His agents, probably His 
Powers. Their accessibility is not discussed. They are the shepherds of the 
works of God in nature, and by means of these works God is first to be ap- 
prehended—indeed the mass of men can get no higher. As a result of the 
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fact that the phenomena of the universe are the works of God, God is repre- 
sented in the universe, and so even the physical universe can be called “di- 
vine.” It is a very short step to seeing the whole reach of divinity, which 
Onatas insists must not be restricted to the Supreme Being, as a series of 
emanations, so that the activity of God within the universe, even secondarily 
through His servants, the Powers or lower gods, makes the universe partake 
of the divine nature. 

Man is a hybrid of soul and body. The body is obviously helpless. By the 
soul man can ascend first to knowledge of God as revealed in His works, 
and then to a reasoned apprehension of even the Supreme God. 

This is exactly the sort of ascent, the philosophical kernel, around which 
the mysteries all appear oriented. It is also the kernel to make which vivid 
Philo elaborates his own typology. What we must bear in mind in consider- 
ing Philo’s typology is the fact that the objective is to furnish Jews with a 
typology for this philosophic mysticism rather than with a direct parallel to 
any mystic mythology as such. How Philonic Judaism does this can best be 
understood from the details. 

The Stream from God Philo accepts without question, and gives varying 
formulations. First is that which centered in the “Female Principle.” Philo 
would not have had far to look, if he had himself made the search de novo, 
for the Jewish counterpart of this conception. It was right at hand in the Jew- 
ish Wisdom who had in Greek become Sophia. It is interesting to see how 
variously this figure is developed. One representation is: God the Father pro- 
duces Sophia. Sophia flows out in a river that is “generic virtue” ( YEVIKY 
deety, ayaotyc). This river divides into four streams, the four cardinal 
virtues of intelligence, control, courage, and justice.** Or again Sophia, while 
the daughter of God, is both male and female, and so has the masculine 
power of scattering the seeds of intelligence and noble conduct, of beyetting 
these, in human souls.** If God is the Father of the Universe, Sophia is the 
Mother;** God is the husband of Sophia,** the source of Sophia.** God’ and 
Sophia are mutually sources to each other of “delight” (évtpuoynua).*” The 
relations of Sophia to the Logos are highly complex. Philo speaks of the 
Highest Divine Logos who is the source of Sophia,** and, two pages later, of 
the Sophia as the mother of the Divine Logos.*? The Logos flows from 
Sophia like a river,*° the same river of Eden that has just appeared as “ge- 
neric Virtue.” The contrast might seem here to be, as Pascher takes it, a con- 
trast between the “Highest Logos,” the source of Sophia, and a lower Logos 
derivative from her. Into this point we must go later, and will find that 
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there is in Philo no real doctrine of a lower Cosmic Logos such as Pascher 
distinguishes. The figure of the two Logoi, if used at all, is only a slight 
variant, of no fixed importance in Philo’s thinking.** For Philo flatly identi- 
fies the Logos with Sophia, indeed does so in connection with Sophia as the 
river of Eden.” That is, the Logos can be represented as derived from 
Sophia, or Sophia as a derivative frorn the Logos, or the two can be made 
completely identical. The relationship can be expressed in any form that is 
immediately convenient. What then does the Sophia mythology mean? In it- 
self and literally, nothing. it is brought in only because Philo and his group 
want the type of experience which his neighbors are getting through the 
bisexual “Female Principle of nature.” The Stream is evidently the impor- 
tant thing, the fact that there flows from God the effluence of His power and 
nature, and that in that Stream men may hope to find God. How elaborately 
Sophia is used in allegorizing the stories of the Patriarchs wil! appear below. 
Their experiences with their wives are the Mystic Marriage of man with the 
divine force and life. But not any specific mythology of Sophia is it worth 
Philo’s while to make consistent. 

Important as is the female sexual figure for the Light-Stream in Philo, the 
formulation in terms of a pleroma is still more important. 

It is difficult for us who are not Jews, or for modera Jews, to imagine how 
intense must havé been the emotional associations of the Jews of antiquity 
with the secret Ark of the Covenant. Hidden away from all men but the 
high-priest, and approachable even by him but once a year when he must be 
half blinded by incense, Philo tells us, the ark was the very heart of ail that 
was sacred in the Jewish religion. It had been lost for centuries, but the 
chamber in the temple which was to have been sanctified by its presence was 
still as sacred in its memory. It was the abcde, the presence, of God in a 
sense completely unique. Phiio speaks of it as though it were still there. If 
Jews were looking for a symbol! of the nature of deity, where more fittingly 
could they look than to the ark? It is not at all surprising that the figures for 
the mystic deity should appear from Philo io be here most importantly ex- 
pressed. The schematization he presents had to express the number seven, 
because of the Pythagorean foundation of his thought, and by analogy with 
the Persian conceptions we have been discussing. Philo found the seven parts 
of the ark to be respectively the box, the law within the box, the mercy seat, 
the two cherubim, the voice that spoke to Moses from the ark, and the Pres- 
ence or the One who spoke. Reversing the order of these Philo describes each 
part as a symbol. The Presence, the One who Spoke, is the highest God, TO 
dv. From Him radiate all the lower manifestations. First is the Logos tot 
dvtoc, corresponding to the voice heard by Moses. From the Logos the 
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Stream goes on out in two branches, the two cherubim, who are called the 
Creative Power (Suvapic momtiky), and the Royal or Ruling Power (Suva- 
wic Baowtky). Each of these is now in turn the source of a further emana- 
tion. The Creative Power sends forth the Merciful Power or Benevolence 
(Suvapic ihewc), the Mercy Seat, and the Royal Power sends forth the Leg- 
islative Power (Suvapic voyo8eTiKy), the Law within the box, which is also 
the punishing Power. The seventh and last member of this pleroma, the one 
typified by the box of the ark, is the Conceptual World (koopo¢ vontoc), the 
Platonic world of forms. 

Philo’s most important passage describing this schematization of God and 
the Stream should be quoted. He has explained the significance of the two 
cherubim as representing the Creative and Ruling Powers of God, with the 
second definitely inferior to the first. So the Creative Power is equivalent 
also to the word §¢0c, the Ruling Power to kuptoc, in the common Old 
Testament reference to God as “Lord God.”** The cherubim are said to be 
of beaten gold to express by the gold the fact that they are of the highest be- 
ing (oucta), the pure and unmixed, that is that their ovota is divine; the 
craftsmanship illustrates that they are form, the forms of forms, and so of a 
conceptual nature (EmiotypoviKyn ouoic).** These serve in the universe as the 
guards at its limits (6p01). The Creative Power is not only the Creative 
principle but the guardian of the world against destruction; the Royal Power 
puts into it the great Law, that of Equality, by which the cosmic peace is pre- 
served since everything is kept within its proper limitations.*° They are pro- 
vided with wings because all the Powers of God “desire and struggle for the 
Road up to the Father”; and their wings overshadow the parts below to indi- 
cate the guardianship of these Powers over all that is beneath them.** 

The next section explains why the faces of the cherubim are turned toward . 


each other, and together toward the Mercy Seat. These words of Scripture, 
says Philo, 


are an extremely beautiful and divine similitude. For it is necessary that the 
Powers, the Creative and Royal, should look toward each other in contemplation 
of each other’s beauty, and at the same time in conspiracy for the benefit of 
things that have come into existence. In the second place, since God, whe is One, 
is both the Creator and King, naturally the Powers, though divided, are again 
united. For it was advantageous that they be divided in order that the one might 
function as creator, the other as ruler. For the functions differ. And the Powers 
were brought together in another way by the eternal juxtaposition of the names 
[i.c., x¥QLog and tedc]-in order that the Creative Power might share in the 
Royal, and the Royal in the Creative. Both incline fittingly toward the Mercy 
Seat. For if God had not been merciful to the things which now exist, nothing 


43. QE, 11, 62; Harris, Fragments, pp. 63 f. 44. Ib., 63. 
45. Ib., 64. 46. Ib., 65; Harris, Fragments, p. 65. 


26 By Licut, Licut 


would have been created through the Creative Power nor be given legal regi- 
mentation by the Royal Power.*? 


Two things are at once becoming clear from the raaterial thus far described, 
first the definiteness of Philo’s schematization, and second the fact that these 
Powers have not distinct existence, but are only aspects of the single nature 
and activity of God. They are conventionalizations of the Stream, but only 
conventionalizations. The Power of God is being visualized in its richness 
by discussing it in terms of Powers, but the Powers share each other’s nature, 
and though seemingly divided partake in evwoic together. They are func- 
tional distinctions of the single Power of God, not existential distinctions. 

The next section discusses the meaning of the statement of God to Moses 
“T shall become known to thee from there.”** 


The purest and most prophetic mind receives knowledge and understanding of 
God (tO 6v) not from 16 dv Himself, for the mind is not great enough to com- 
pass His magnitude, but from His primary and guardian (Sogvpdgot) Powers. 
One must be content with the fact that beams (tag atyas) are borne from these 
into the soul, so that one may be able to perceive the Elder and Brighter by means 
of the secondary illumination (@éyyoc).*° 


The solar character of the figure is at once indubitable, and the object of 
the whole schematization apparent. A ladder, each rung of which represents 
brighter illumination, is being constructed, with a mystic-metaphysical rather 
than cosmic-mythological objective. 

Philo now goes on to give the whole scheme. In explaining the words, “I 
will speak to thee from above the Mercy Seat between the cherubim” Philo 
says: 


Herewith it appears first that above the Power of Mercy, the Creative Power, 
and every Power, is the Divine Principle; and second that He speaks from be- 
tween the Creative and Royal Powers. The mind understands this as follows: the 
Logos of God, which is a Mean,*° leaves no void in nature, but fills all things 
and acts as a mediator, and arbitrates between the things that seem in opposition 
to each other, thus creating love and unanimity. For the Logos is always the 
cause and creator of fellowship (xowwwvia.). The parts of the ark are severally 
mentioned. We must go over these individually, beginning at the top, if we 
would understand what they symbolize, for they are symbolic. There is the box 
of the ark, and the laws treasured within it, and upon it the Mercy Seat; upon 
the Mercy Seat are the Cherubim, so called in Chaldean, and above and between 
is the Voice, the Logos, and still above this the One who speaks. Now if any one 
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could accurately grasp the natures of these, it seems to me that possessed by the 
most divinely formed beauties he would be able to renounce all other things 
which are sought after. But let us see what each of these is. The first is the Being 
more primal than the One, the Monad, and the Beginning (dex). Second is the 
Logos of tO dv, the Essence germinative of things that exist (1) oxequatin TOV 
dvtwv ovota). From the Divine Logos, as from a source, the two Powers divide 
themselves off. The one is the Creative Power, with reference to which the Cre- 
ator (6 teyvitys) founded and ordered all things, and this Power is called ted. 
The other is the Royal Power, with reference to which the Creator (0 dyptove- 
vO) rules over the things that have come into being, and this Power is called 
Lord (xUguiog). From these two Powers others grow out. For the Power of 
Mercy, whose name is Benefactor (evegyéetic), stems off from the Creative 
Power, and the Legal Power, whose proper name is Punisher, stems off from the 
Royal Power. Below and around these is the box of the ark, the symbol of the 
Conceptual World. The ark has in symbol all things located within the holy of 
holies: the immaterial world; the laws which [Moses] has called the testimonies, 
that is the Law-making and Punishing Power; the Mercy seat, the Power of 
Mercy and the Benefactor; above them the Creative Power, guarantor of Mercy 
and Benefaction; the Royal Power, which is the root of the Punishing and Law- 
making Power. And there appears the Mean, the divine Logos, and above the 
Logos the One who speaks. The aforesaid total seven in number, comprising the 
Conceptual World, two kindred Powers, the Punisher and Benefactor, their two 
antecedents, the Creative and Royal Powers, which have their kinship rather 
with the Creator than with what has come into being; sixth is the Logos, and 
seventh the One who speaks. If you want them downwards you will find the One 
who speaks first, the Logos second, third the Creative Power, fourth the Ruler- 
ship (Goexn), then beneath the Creative Power, the fifth one, the Benefactor; and 
beneath the Royal Power the sixth the Punisher, and seventh the world made up 
of the Forms.** 


The descending emanations are made repetitiously specific. All of this is 
the descending Light-Stream of God. Hidden within the holy of holies the 
Jews have the true symbol of God’s nature. We must bear in mind that Philo 
has definitely warned us against conceiving of these as anything but aspects 
of God’s unity. Yet for his purpose the stages are as set as the Amesha Spen- 
tas with which they have often been compared. And his purpose has also 
been made clear: they are rather grades, stages, of mystic ascent, than meta- 
physical realities. We mortals must be content that beams are borne into the 
human mind from the secondary existences, the Powers, in the hope that 
higher Existence may become apparent by means of the secondary illumina- 
tion, since the human mind cannot bear the Stream as it comes directly from 
To dv. We should expect that the mystic ascent would be by successive ad- 
vances from stage to stage. It must also be noticed that Philo has hinted at a 
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distinction between the Creative and Royal Powers, the Logos, and to 6v, 
on the one hand, and the three lowest Powers on the other. Beginning with 
the Creative and Royal Powers the kinship, ovyyévetia, is with the Creator, 
not with the Created Realm. It would seem natural to conclude that the 
three lowest Powers, conversely, have a kinship with the Created Realm, a 
conclusion which will soon appear justified. The last Power, the Conceptual 
Realm, is not in this passage distinctly related with the ones above it. In the 
diagram I have connected it with all the Powers because of the following 
passage: 


God, who is One, has around Him unspeakably great Powers, which all are 
helpers and saviors of the Created Realm, and among them are included the 
Punishing Powers. . . . By the instrumentality of these Powers the Immaterial 
and Conceptual World was framed.* 


That is, the Conceptual World would seem not to stem from a particular 
Power above it, but from all together. Philo tells us also that the Law is put 
within the box of the ark to show that the koopoc vontoc is permeated in 
all its parts by Law. 

The explanation of the symbolism of the ark which we have been follow- 
ing, while it is perhaps the most striking one, is by no means Philo’s only 
passage of the kind, nor the only description of Deity as a Being revealed 
primarily in the Logos and the Powers. In De Vita Mosis, ii, 95 ff., the same 
symbolism is more briefly explained, but with no mention of the symbolism 
of the ark itself or of the relation of Law and Mercy to the higher Powers, 
and with no Logos as the direct source of the two higher Powers. God and 
His two Powers are the simpler representation of Deity.** All seven mem- 
bers of the Pleroma appear in De Fuga, 100 ff., but with no suggestion that 
the box of the ark is the kooyoc voytoc. In its place the Legislative Power 
is divided into two, the Negative and Positive Commands, so that the seven 
are the Negative and Positive Commands, and the Mercy Seat or Mercy as 
the lower group; and above them the two higher Powers, then the Logos, 
and finally God. Here the whole series up to and including the two primary 
Powers are in the visible realm, while the Logos, as “image of God,” is in- 
visible and has no share in the realm of things perceptible by the senses. The 
Logos is the Charioteer of the universe, but with him rides the One who 
directs the Charioteer, 6 udvoc, 6 Zotiv ayeudéc. One must not jump to the 
conclusion that Philo thought all the lower members of the series as in any 
sense perceptible by physical sensation, for the Logos is here the “oldest” of 
the vonta, which would imply that there are lesser, or “younger,” vonta, 
apparently some at least of the lower emanations. Actually, from the discus- 


52. Conf., 171 £. 53. OE, ii, 59. 
54. See also Spec., i, 307. 
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sion immediately following, the line would seem to be drawn between the 
higher and the lower Powers, as was suggested in the first passage con- 
sidered. 

The passage in De Fuga on the symbolism of the ark is a slight digression 
within a large and highly important discussion of the six cities of refuge, 
which are taken as symbols of the six emanations below to dv, those aspects 
of Deity to which man may hope to rise. Philo immediately after the digres- 
sion on the ark returns to these cities and says that three are placed on the 
hither, three on the further side of Jordan so as to symbolize the fact that 
the three lower Powers, that is the Negative Commands, the Positive Com- 
mands, and Mercy, are contingent upon man, égantopevat tot Tv avOpw- 
Muv emKnpou yevouc, while the three higher members belong to the celestial 
realm.*° | 

In Cherubim, 27 ff., the same picture of Deity and the Powers appears con- 
nected with the symbolism of the Cherubim at Eden. Philo gives other in- 
terpretations, but in ecstasy he has learned the following: 


The voice told me that while God is indeed one, His highest and chiefest Pow- 
ers are two, even Goodness and Sovereignty. Through His Goodness He begat 
all that is, through His Sovereignty He rules what He has begotten. And in the 
midst between the two there is a third which unites them, Logos, for it is through 
Logos that God is both ruler and good. Of these two potencies, Sovereignty and 
Goodness, the Cherubim are symbols, as the fiery sword is the symbol of reason. 
For exceeding swift and of burning heat is Logos and chiefly so the Logos of the 
(Great) Cause, for it alone preceded and outran all things, conceived before them 
all, manifest above them all.5” 


Philo goes on to urge his soul to mystic apprehension of these Powers. When 
fully apprehended the Powers will, he says, all blend and be seen to be 
mutually interchangeable, since all are but aspects of the single God. The 
secondary Powers do not appear at all. The picture is one of God as revealed 
in the Logos and the two higher Powers, and to go to them is to leave the 
world of mortality.°* 

Another symbol of the Logos and the Powers Philo finds in the three 
“men” who appeared to Abraham.” Abraham’s “lifting up his eyes” is the 
lifting of the eye of the mind in the vision of a prophet. The three men 
that Abraham saw typified to Philo the seminal masculine nature of Being 
rather than the receptive female nature of matter.** The one in the middle 
of the three is called Being (obviously to dv), not as a name, for he has no 


55. The cherubim of the ark appear with the same symbolism as the Powers, divided and 
united by God Himself, in Heres, 166. . 

56. Fug., 103 ff. 57. Colson and Whitaker’s translation. 

58. Cher., 31. 59. Gen., Xvill, 2. 

60. Deo, 2. 61. Ib., 3. 
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name, but to describe his type of existence. The men on either side are sym- 
bols respectively of the Creative Power, Sec, and the Royal Power, Lord.” 
This Philo goes on to compare with the symbolism of the cherubim of the 
ark, the one above them who speaks from the middle, and the Logos that is 
spoken. He then compares the objects of Abraham’s vision to the seraphim 
of Is., vi. 1 ff. The seraphim, two in number according to the Greek text, 
and called cherubim by Philo, had each six wings, and, according to Philo, 
were made of fire, not the consuming destructive fire, but the constructive 
type of fire by which unformed matter is given form.™ This fire penetrates 
all the unformed matter and by its operation separates out the elements.* 
The six wings are themselves interpreted in cosmic significance, for the two 
lower are the two lower elements, earth and water; the two wings that cover 
the face are the two elements that are higher, air and fire (heaven). These 
lower and higher sets of wings, like the lower and higher elements, the 
Physicist Commentators explain as being in opposition to each other, while 
the wings that fly are the reconciling principles between them in that they 
bring the contraries together in the dux princeps.® So the vision of Abraham 
was very magnificent, Philo concludes, for he saw the Creator suspending 
the four elements from Himself, and drawing them up to Himself as though 
with Body Guards. The Boay Guards are His Powers guarding the safety 
and preservation of His most perfect creation. And God “sends His own 
form and that of His Powers to us to aid us against the miseries and evils 
which are the concomitants of every mortal nature.’ 

The Physicist Commentators to whom Philo here refers, and who seem to 
have been quite specifically scientific in their interests, appear frequently in 
Philo. Their explanation of the seraphim, who are to Philo identical with 
cherubim, seems thrust into his general train of thought, but Philo wanted 
to include it, because though his own interest was primarily in the mystical 
side by which the vision of God and the Powers meant salvation from mate- 
rial ills and participation in the divine nature, still he was in sympathy with 
what the Physicist Commentators were trying to do, that is to get science 
as well as saving doctrine from the Torah. But it is to the saving mystery 
that he returns. The fiery Power emanations from God account for the for- 
mation of the material world, to be sure, but Philo’s chief concern is with 


62. Ib., 4. 63. Ib., 5. 
64. Ib., 6, 7. 65. Ib., 8. 
66. Ib., 9, Io. 


67. Ib., 12: “Formam suam suarumque virtutum misit ad nos in auxilium adversus dolores 
et mala, quae prae se fert quicumque mortalis est naturae.” 

68. Cf. Opif., 23. Here the passive element in creation was too feeble to receive the full effect 
of God’s Suvdpets; they had to be apportioned according to the ability of matter to receive 
them. See also Conj., 134-139. In expounding the Neo-Pythagorean theory of creation by bisec- 
‘ion Philo hints at identifying the Powers with the Adyocg topes, Heres, 312. 
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them as means of escape from material bondage and defect to the pure 
existence of the immaterial realm, to God. Of that more later. 

To be sure the Suvapeic of God do not always appear to be just these two. 
One remarkable passage in De Specialibus Legibus® represents the S0&a of 
God as the Powers, in themselves apprehensible only by the purest intellect 
(axpaipveotatoc voUc), yet of a sort to represent themeslves in the material 
world in images or likenesses as they give form and quality to unformed 
matter. That is they are the “forms” of the Platonic-Pythagorean type, espe- 
cially of the type of the “limit” which Plato took from the Pythagoreans to 
be the foundation of his Philebus. The forms are “called idéat because they 
give individual character” to each thing that exists, ordering the disordered, 
giving limit to ta anetoa, definition to Ta ddptota, shape to doxyuatiota, 
and in general attuning together the worse to make it into the better.” These 
Powers cannot be apprehended by material sight, yet Moses burned to go on 
to apprehend them. The passage is in no sense a contradiction of the scheme 
typified in the ark, for there the kooyloc vontdc, while only the lowest stage, 
was still collectively the Powers here discussed.” 

It is apparently from this point of view that Philo can frequently speak in 
general of the Suvapeic of God as being of a great number. In Quod Deus 
sit Immutabilis, 77-81 he describes the Powers of God as pure in relation to 
God, but mixed in their manifestation to men. For the light streaming from 
God is too brilliant for us to endure, so the Powers are revealed (apparently 
in material form) as tempered for our gaze. The Powers he has in mind 
here are the émotyun S200, codia, dpdvyoic, Sikaioovvn, Kal TOV adAdwv 
exaotyc¢ apetév, definitely the forms of the virtues.” In the Legatio ad 
Gatum, 4-7, Philo speaks of God as incomprehensible in Himself, and to be 
approached only through His d8uvayeic, which are first the Creative and the 
Royal, but afterwards those by which He foresees the future and numerous 
other beneficent, chastising, and corrective Powers.” 

Such departures from Philo’s more usual speech should not deflect atten- 
tion from the fact that there is hardly a single treatise of Philo in which there 


69. 1, 45 ff. 

70. The manuscript authority seems about equally divided between idStomovotot and eidonxot- 
ovot. Against Cohn I prefer the former. 

71. The same may be said of Conf., 171 f. 

72. The two duvadpets in the more special sense appear below in the same treatise, §§109 f. 
One is struck by the parallel to a list of Powers in a Hermetic tract, yv@ous teov, yaods, 
éyxoateta, xaotegia, Sixaioovvy, xowvovia, drAnbera, dyaddv, Con, pic: Corp. Herm., 
XIII, 8f. These come to the aspirant and cleanse him and articulate him with the Logos 
(avoxatagduevos taic tot deot Suvapeow cic cuvaotewotv tov Adyou). To this Scott 
(Hermetica, 1, 245) notes: “The Logos is an organism of which the several Powers of God 
are the constituent parts; and this organism is built up in the reborn man, as the body is built 
up of the several members.” Scott might have been describing the Logos and Powers of Philo. 
See Reitzenstein, Poimandres, p. 231. 

73. The number of Powers seems also indefinite in Plant., 50. 
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is not at least a reference to God and the two Powers, whether with or with- 
out the Logos. God was steadily visualized in this way by him, and it is 
even the deity which he represents the Jews as worshipping when he writes, 
for pagan Roman readers, the defense of his embassy to Gaius. Indeed it is 
just because Philo, and apparently the group he represents, consistently 
thought of God in these terms that Philo’s very monotheism is in danger, 
and he must insist that God is still the One while represented in the Powers. 
Philo’s form of defense is extraordinary for its premohition of the Christian 
solution of a kindred problem. 


For Philo quotes the verse “He looked and behold three men stood over 
against him,” and comments: 


Very naturally, to those who can perceive, this represents that it is possible both 
for one to be three and three one in so far as they are one in the Logos above 
them.”* But this Logos is numbered along with the primary Powers, the Creative 
and Royal, and produces a three-fold apparition upon the human mind. For the 
human mind is denied so acute a vision that it can see as a distinct God Him who 
transcends the Powers assisting Him. So in order that mind may perceive God 
the ministering Powers appear to be existing along with him, and as it were they 
make an apparition of three instead of one. For when the mind begins to receive 
a sure apprehension of Being, it understands itself as penetrating to that stage: 
mind is itself reduced to monadity, and itself appears as primal and supreme; as 
I said just above, [the mind] could perceive Being only by means of its association 
with those primal Powers which exist directly with Him, the Creative Power 
which is called God, and the Royal Power, which is called Lord.” 


Then after explaining that the eyes raised are the eyes of the soul Philo 
continues: 


The eye so raised begins by seeing the Rulership, a holy and divine vision, in 


such a way that a single vision appears to him as a triad, and triad as unity. 


For in the highest experience and clearest vision the triad disappears in the 
one: which makes itself appear without the assisting Powers, and 


so the intellect perceives most clearly a unity although previously it had learned 
to apprehend it under the similitude of a trinity." . . . So speaking truly and 
accurately, the measure of all things, intelligible as well as sensible, is one God, 


who in Himself is unity, yet appears in the likeness of the triad on account of the 
weakness of those who would see Him.” 


74. The Latin of Aucher reads “eo quod unum sunt secundum rationem supernam,” which 
might mean “they are one by a higher explanation,” or “they are unified in the Logos who is 
above them.” The next sentence, where the “ratio” is connected with the two to make a third, 
shows that the Greek must have carried the latter sense. 

75. OC, iv, 2. 76. Ib., 4. 

77. Ib., 8: “qui in ipsa unitate trinitati similis apparet ob videntium infirmitatem.” Yet one 
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Lebreton, a Catholic writer on the origins of the doctrine of the Trinity,” 
quotes these passages, but thinks their phraseology is so likely to have been 
given a Christian coloring by the Armenian or Latin translators that he 
needs mention the passages only in a footnote. But I cannot see why he 
thus wishes to discard these when he accepts and quotes other passages 
almost as Christian,” where the one God is described as manifesting Him- 
self as a davtacia, sometimes of one, but sometimes as three, i.e., as the 
Royal Power, kupioc, as the Creative and Beneficent Power, 6¢6c, while the 
“one in the middle” is the matyp t&v odwv, 6 dv. Philo compares this ap- 
pearance of three to a person casting two shadows, though he admits his 
figure of “shadows” is misleading since there is no such thing as a shadow 
in deity, and indeed speaks of the “shadow” as “beaming forth” from the 
central davtacia (anavyalouévu amo toutou oxidiv). These “shining shad- 
ows,” an impossible figure for moderns, are possible for Philo’s generation 
because to the Greek 2 strong light “darkened” a lesser light. So the sun’s 
rising emioxiaZet the light of the stars, and in the same way the coming of 
the oc vontov émoxiaCei the light of human thought. The clearest expres- 
sion of the idea is a comparison of God to the sun whose rising obscures the 
stars. 


So when the conceptual beams of the shining God, beams unmixed and pure and 
most luminous, shine in upon the eye of the soul, it can see nothing else; for, 
when knowledge of Existence shines in, it so excessively illuminates everything 
as to darken what things had seemed brightest in themselves.** 


Again when the human mind tries to rise to God the Great King, just before 
it arrives at that goal “pure and untempered rays stream forth like a torrent, 
so that by its beams the eye of the understanding is dazzled (ckotoéiwiav).”*? 
In spite of this darkening effect of divine light I should guess that Philo 
could speak of the beaming emanations as themselves comparable to shadows 
because the light of the central source was so much more brilliant that they 
seemed rather like shadows than lights in comparison. But really all are one 


has to be quite advanced as a mystic to get even a vision of the three. One who is still strug- 

gling along in semi-obscurity (6 mgox0mtwv) sees only a dyad, a disconnected thing, divided 

in itself. The man who has completed the mystical journey (6 téAetog) sees the triad, in 

unclouded light, its center filled out and complete in nature: QG, iv, 30; Harris, Fragments, 
pe 

78. Jules Lebreton, Les Origines du Dogme de la Trinité, Paris, 1919, p. 195. 

79. Abr., 107, 119 ff. 

80. In LA, iii, 96 (cf. 100, 102), the Logos is itself a oxta deo, though Leisegang (Pneuma 
Hagion, 1922, p. 27, n. 3) points out that this oxtu is a Platonic imitation, as in the parable 
of the cave. On the Powers as overpowering light-beams see also LA, 11, 30, 58; Immut., 3, 
77 ff.; Praem., 37 ff.; Virt., 164; Leisegang, Heilige Geist (1919), 211 ff.; Adler, note in 
Philos Werke, V, 23, n. I. 

81. ubr., 44. 82. Opif., 71. 
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and the same with the source, make together Ev Uroxeipevov, and only our 
being dazzled by ¢&c¢ vontov makes them appear as three.* 

The important point for our immediate purpose is that Philo never broke 
down his monotheism. He might talk in mythological fashion of various 
personalities and Powers, but the uncreated and eternal world actually was a 
unit in the person or nature of deity. Indeed in one passage, after speaking 
of the divine Powers, Philo says: 


The most generic thing is God, and second the Logos of God and the others 
[apparently the Powers] subsist only with reference to the Logos, but actually 
they are as good as non-subsisting.** 


Philo means that to attempt to understand God’s nature we must approach 
it from the point of view of His aspects, but the aspects of God are still only 
aspects of a nature that is essentially one. 


So he addresses the mystic mind as follows about the apprehension of 
God: 


Oh Mind, receive the uncounterfeited impression in order that as you are in- 
structed concerning the Rulership (Gey) and Goodness (Gyatotys) of the 
Cause you may win the blessed heritage, and may at once know as well the 
blending and mixture (ovvoddc te xal xQdao1s) of the supreme Powers. In these 
Powers together [sc. Rulership and Goodness] God is good by the fact that His 
dignity as ruler is made manifest, while He rules by the fact that His goodness 
is made manifest. [This is all so] in order that you may possess the virtues that 
arise from them, love and piety towards God, and that in your contact with these 
you may not, by exalting yourself, suffer because of the greatness of the Rulership 
of the King, and similarly you may not, by dispairing of your better hopes, expe- 
rience what is undesirable through the Kindliness of the great and bountiful 
God. 


A single reading of this passage in either Greek or English does not make 
its purport clear. Toward God, Philo is saying, man must take two attitudes 
corresponding to the two primary Powers. Man must be humble or he will 
be crushed by God’s Ruling Power; he must be full of confident hope (very 
close to the Pauline Faith) or the Power of God which expresses itself in 
kindliness toward one who thus hopes will prove anything but the Benefi- 
cent. Yet these two Powers are not distinctive themselves, for in nature and 
function they blend in a single kpaoic. They are distinguished only for the 
solace of mankind, that man may, as a result of their apparent distinction, 


83. This figure, if not the passage, is familiar in Christian writers about the Trinity, where 
the Logos is pac &% qwtdc. The great argument about the relation of the Logos to God 
hinged upon whether the Logos-ray was a permanent, or a temporary, or only a seeming, efful- 
gence from God. See my The Theology of Justin Martyr, pp. 148 ff. 

84. LA, ui, 86. 85. Harris, Fragments, p. 109: Cod. Rup. 195b. 


36 By Licut, Licut 


have both humility toward God and steadfast confidence in Him. The Pow- 
ers, that is, are a human conventionalization. 

It is impossible to take this whole speculation of the relation of God to 
His Powers, of the one and the many, as mere metaphysical hair-splitting. 
To any followers, however distant, of Pythagoras and Plato this problem 
would be one of the most important for a personal adjustment to the forces 
of the universe. And Philo represents it as the very heart of the “mystery reli- 
gion” through which he himself hoped to find salvation. He writes: 


For Abraham went with all zeal and speed and eagerness and bade Sarah (that 
is Virtue) hasten and knead three measures of meal and make “buried” cakes*®® 
when God came attended by His two highest Powers, Sovereignty and Goodness; 
that is, when He, the one between the two, called up before the eye of the soul, 
which has power to see, three separate visions or aspects. Each of these aspects, 
though not subject itself to measurement—for God and His Powers are alike 
uncircumscribed—is the measure of all things. His Goodness is the measure of 
things good, His Sovereignty of its subjects, and the Ruler Himself is the meas- 
ure of all things corporeal and incorporeal. It is to serve Him that these two _ 
Powers assume the functions of rules and standards, and measure what lies within 
their province. 

It is well that these three measures should be as it were kneaded and blended 
in the souls in order that, convinced that God, who is above all, exists—God who 
overtops His Powers in that He is visible apart from them and yet is revealed in 
them—the soul may receive the impression of His sovereignty and beneficence. 
Thus too, being admitted into the inmost mysteries, she will learn not to blab or 
babble them thoughtlessly, but to store them up and guard them in secrecy and 
silence. For it is written “make buried cakes,” because the sacred story that un- 
veils to us the truth of the Uncreated and His Powers must be buried, since the 
knowledge of divine rites is a trust which not every comer can guard aright.°" 


So the One manifests itself as the three, yet is still always the One, and 
this sacred or mystic teaching (iego¢ Aoyoc) is the supreme Mystery, to be 
told only to one capable of understanding and guarding the secret, worthy 
of becoming puotic tiv tedeiwv TteAeTév.** God is thus at once source of 
the form and life of the universe, and at the same time is Himself personally 
that form and life. We are now ready, as far as metaphysics is concerned, for 
a free shifting back and forth between the Powers and God, and an assertion 
that to find the highest Powers or the Logos is to find God, together with a 

86. Gen., xviii, 6. 

87. Sac., 59, 60, as translated by Colson and Whitaker in the Loeb series. These editors note: 
“Philo deduces an allegory from éyxQu@tag (so the LXX) which means ‘cakes baked in the 
ashes.’ ” 

88. See on this passage Bréhier, Les Idées, pp. 144 ff. Another reference to the same Mystery 
is in a fragment from LA, iv, in Harris, Fragments, p. 8, where mention is made of OL LATO 
TH LEYGAG PELVTLEVOL LVOTHOLA WEQi te GOxXTs xal &Eovoias tov Gyevytov xai reel 
&yav ovdeveiag TOU yevntod. 
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sense of relative distinctions which would correspond to the less and more 
complete mystical experiences. 

To the mystical use Philo makes of the conception we shall return. Zeller 
and many others see quite rightly here a fundamental divergence of philoso- 
phy and religion, since philosophy tends to regard principles of mediation 
between God and Creation as abstractions, while religion is apt to think of 
them as personalities.’ It is clear that Philo wanted to keep the Powers as 
mediators in both senses, since his religion was always ultimately under 
philosophic control. He brought the two together in what scholars have for 
some time been calling “Modalism.” Not recognizing this, students of Philo 
have made what seem to me artificial distinctions. For example Lebreton 
represents Philo’s distinction between God and the Powers as being really a 
distinction between the being and the activity of God.°° Also Zeller in one 
passage distinguishes between doctrines of emanation which are schemes for 
the transmission of divine nature and those which are schemes for the trans- 
mission of divine power.”* So far as Philo is concerned I have characterized 
such distinctions as artificial because while it is quite true that he, like Ploti- 
nus, wanted to represent God as a Being apart and unique, as the Creator 
and Ruler of a world essentially distinct from Himself, it is just as true that 
in the thought of both of them even the created world is conceived as held 
together by God; in a sense the world shares in God’s nature as well as 
power, in God’s being as well as in His activity; or as Onatas put it, the 
world is “divine.” So Zeller is quite right when he feels dissatisfied with his 
own distinction and goes on to characterize Plotinus’ system as “dynamistic 
Pantheism.” Philo’s doctrine was more dualistic in regard to matter than 
Plotinus’, so that it is never strictly accurate to apply the term pantheism to 
him, yet these words of Zeller about Plotinus are strikingly descriptive of 
Philo: “Dieses System ist pantheistisch, denn es behauptet ein solches Ver- 
haltniss des Endlichen zur Gottheit, wonach demselben kein selbstindiges 
Sinn zukommt, alles Endliche ist ihm blosses Accidens, blosse Erscheinung 
des Gottlichen.” For in so far as matter manifests any form, Philo felt that 
the material world was a “blosse Erscheinung des Gottlichen.” If this is true 
even down into the created realm, much more is it true that for all the dis- 
tinctions Philo draws, the Logos and Powers are modes or aspects of God’s 
nature as well as of His activity. Pracucally real as the modes are, it is pre- 
cisely in their being that they are ultimately indistinguishable from God. 

In passing, one is forced at least to refer to the development of this con- 
ception of the attributes of deity in the Christian heresy of “modalistic mon- 


89. Philosophie der Griechen, Ml, ii, 412 £. See Heinze, Lehre vom Logos, 291 ff.; E. Caird, 
Evolution of Theology in the Greek Philosophers, Il, 201. 

go. Jules Lebreton, Les Origines du Dogme de la Trinité, p. 197. 

g1. Philosophie der Griechen, Ill, ii, 561, where he is discussing Plotinus. 
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archism,” or “modalism” as Harnack called it.°’ Here it is at once striking 
that one of the earliest clear expressions of the doctrine comes out in a frag- 
ment from the Gospel of the Egyptians, certainly of Alexandrian origin: 
TOV auTov elvat matépa, Tov aUTov elvat ulov, Tov auTov elval aylov 
mvetya.”* Another group, the Simonians said: “Hic igitur a multis quasi 
Deus glorificatus est, et docuit semetipsum esse qui inter Judaeos quidem 
quasi Filius apparuerit, in Samaria autem quasi Pater descenderit, in reliquis 
vero gentibus quasi Spiritus Sanctus adventaverit.”** That is, the unity of 
God was to be preserved by representing Father, Son, and Spirit as divine 
modes or aspects, which as modes had no separate existence, but were mani- 
festations due to divine mercy and human frailty. Christian orthodoxy could 
not tolerate such teaching because the essential thing in its religious life, 
the worship of Jesus of Nazareth, necessitated the formulation of an expres- 
sion for his full and ontological divinity as an individual. It is highly impor- 
tant, as a background for this speculation, to know that the doctrine that 
God is One, but with varying manifestations, appears in Philo’s writings 
clearly and is there expressed in terms of the three who are One! 

When one raises the question of Philo’s sources for this doctrine, one must 
confess at once that nothing definite can be produced. Bréhier*® has gone to 
considerable length to develop the Stoic parallels, recognizing also the emer- 
gence of the Greek Aixy in Philo’s Suvapic Baothkikn, whose origin seems to 
him thereby “assez facilement” explained. There is really much to connect 
Philo with Stoicism, for it is familiar that the Stoics saved their monotheism 
by insisting that the gods of their fathers and neighbors were only duvapeic 
of the one Logos—God, who pervaded all things. But the Stoics had no deh- 
nite trinity or special grouping of Powers to correspond to what we have 
been discussing in Philo. It was apparently a pleasure for the Stoic to think 
of deity as the moAuwvupoc, and to find various ways of connecting the 
Logos with new gods.** Yet in all this they show no original contribution, 
but only their susceptibility to the Zeitgeist, as described at the beginning of 
this chapter. 

An immediate source of Philo in making his doctrine take the form it does 
seems more likely to have been the conception of royalty of the Hellenistic 


Age, by which the.king was deity, and deity king.°’ The identification led to 


92. It is a pleasure to record that the similarity was recognized by the learned but ever 
unknown marginal commentator in my copy of Drummond’s Philo Judaeus. He compares 
Philo’s conception to Sabellianism. 

93. Ap. Epiph., Haer., 62, 2. From Harnack, Dogmengeschichte, 1, 217, n. 2; cf. 206, n. 4. 

94. Ap. Irenaeus, I, xvi, 1, Ed. Harvey (Harnack, loc. cit.). 

95. Les Idées, pp. 147 f. 

96. Heinemann’s connecting this with Posidonius (Poseidonios, Il, 321) does not convince 


97. On Hebrew royalty see my “Kingship in Early Israel” in Journal of Biblical Literature, 
XLVIII (1929), pp. 169-205. On Hellenistic royalty see my “Hellenistic Kingship:” 
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the most extraordinary mutual borrowing. What was said of God must 
somehow be said of the King—so the King is vopoc 2upuxoc because God’s 
nature is the voulioc Tic dUcewc.®® On the other hand, God as king acts as 
judge, leader in war, benefactor, giver of peace, and tends to develop in a 
cosmic palace’® a mythological company of vicegerents and councillors.’ 
At the same time the conduct of earthly courts symbolizes how we should 
act toward God."** God is the great King, the Logos His Unapxoc, ruling 
according to law and justice.*°? We are reminded again of the extraordinary 
description of the rule of the Great King of Persia, living remote in his 
palace, secluded and invisible, but reaching and controlling his kingdom by 
vicegerents and officers, as it appears in the mepi Koopou.'® Such, says the 
treatise, is the rule of God, Himself enthroned and inaccessible, but extend- 
ing His government through the world as He sends forth His duvayic into 
all things. This conception of kingship, thought out in slightly different 
imagery, seems to be the background for Philo’s doctrine of Suvayetc, in 
which the vouioc appears as the SUvaypic vouobetiKy or Baothiky. It and the 
Suvauic momtiky are the two Soeupdpoi,?* and together constitute God’s 
d0&a.’> To Philo d0puddpo1 conveyed always still its original meaning of a 
bodyguard of royalty, as when he says émou 6 Baoikeuc, Exel kal ol Sopude- 
eo1,"°* or specifically they recall to him 6 péyac Baoieuc.*? Indeed fre- 
quently as he speaks of the one Power as being distinctively the Royal Power, 
it is God, the One, who is King. The matter is made very clear when he 
says, “As king He created the world according to His beneficence (i.e. His 
Creative Power); but after He had completed it then the world was ar- 
ranged and set in order under the sway of His Royal Power.”*°? So the 
creative act of scattering the Aoyot omeppyatixoi is performed by God, in con- 
trast to that stern aspect of His nature usually associated with the Royal 
Power, because He is a kind and merciful king.*°° God is “a King invested 


98. There is no remote justification for Heinemann’s saying that Posidonius contributed the 
term vOuOs éwuyxocs for royalty. See his Posezdonios, Il, 274 ff., especially p. 277: “Fraglos hat 
er (Posidonius) zu der Neigung der Zeit beigetragen, in dem wahren Herrscher, der zugleich 
den Weg zur Eudaimonie weisen soll die Inkarnation des géttlichen Logos zu sehen.” Far from 
this statement being “fraglos,” it seems to me highly improbable. 

99. Cher., 99. 

100. Fug., 66. See above p. 13; Conf., 170 ff. 

101. Jona, 29, 30. This work is questionably Philonic, but the idea here is quite what he 
would have approved. 

102. Agr., 51; ch. Opif., 71; Cher., 29; Post., 101; Gig., 45, 64; Immut., 159; Agr., 78; 
Mig., 146; Congr., 116; Som., ii, 99 f., 289; Spec., iv, 176; Legat., 3. 

103. Chap. vi, p. 398a f. 

104. E.g. QE, ul, 67; Legat., 6; Sac., 59; Abr., 122. 

105. Spec., 1, 45. 

106. LA, iti, 115; cf., Spec., iv, 92, 123, 168. 

107. Spec., iii, 111. Reisch in Pauly-Wissowa, Real-Encyclopadie, V, 1579, points out that 
this original meaning had been obscured by Philo’s time, but the meaning is very clear for him. 

108. OG, ii, 75. 109. Ib., 16. 
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with gentle (juepov) and lawful (vdpipov) authority (nyeuoviav), who 
governs the whole heaven and cosmos with justice.”"1° Here the nucpov and 
VouiLtov recognizably refer to our two Powers, and God is exercising both 
attributes as King, has indeed as such “attuned together by unshaken Laws 
of Nature and into an indissoluble unity the two most beautiful things, 
namely rulership with providence.”*** These two Powers really correspond 
to the two chief functions of the Hellenistic king, by which he was de- 
scribed as Evepyétnc or Lwtye and vouioc or dikaioc. Says Philo, “The 
form of the creative Power is a peaceable, and gentle, and beneficent virtue; 
but the royal Power is a legislative, and chastising virtue.”"** Each of these 
is as much an aspect of the ideal king as the other. The picture is vividly set 
forth in Philo’s description of what he considered the blasphemous antics of 
Gaius in trying to make himself out as the divine king. Gaius 


metamorphosed and transformed himself into Apollo, crowning his head with 
garlands to represent rays (axtivoedéot); he held a bow and arrows in his left 
hand while he extended graces with his right, as if it were right that he offer 
good things from his ready store and display the better order which was repre- 
sented at his right hand, while he subordinated the punishments and allotted 
them to the more restricted place at his left hand.*!® 


God appears in the same light in the discussion of His mercy and severity 
in Philo, where God saves man by stretching forth His right hand, His hand 
of salvation.** The two Powers were, of course, not too sharply distin- 
guished, for in the ideal king, as Philo says here of God, the sovereignty is 
seen in the beneficence and the beneficence in the sovereignty.*** It is too 
much to expect that Philo would be consistent in his division of operation. 
So in one passage he makes the function of the second Power consist chiefly 
of punishment of wrong doers,**® in another the same Power becomes the 
guardian of tooty¢, the source of all elpyvn and owtnpia.** The way in 
which apxy is the source of all goods for individuals, cities, and the universe, 


110. Provid., ii, 15, ap. Eusebium, Praeparatio Evangelica, VIII, xiv, 2. Aucher’s translation 
of the Armenian gives a slightly, not essentially, different reading. 

111. Ib. 

112. QG, i, 57. Cf. Spec., i, 307: NEQL tO OV at METAL xai peytotar tHv Suvapedv ciow, 
fte sveoyétns xal xoAaoTHOLOC. 

113. Legat., 95: One is strikingly reminded of the Son of Man seated on the throne of his 
glory at the last judgment as described in Mat. xxv. 31 ff. : 

114. Immut., 73: thy SeEvav xal owtTHELOV YEtLEG SEEYWV. 

115. Cher., 29; cf. Plant., 87, 88: “By virtue of his being a ruler he has a twofold capacity, 
He can both benefit and injure, changing Himself from one to the other according as He must 
recompense a man who has done something. But by virtue of His being the Benefactor His 
desire is only to benefit. The greatest good of the soul would be to doubt no longer concern- 
ing the power of the King in either matter, but confidently to abandon the haunting fear of the 
power of His rulership, and to kindle a flame of that most sure hope of winning and enjoying 
good things which is afforded by the fact that to be bountiful is His choice.” 

116. Mos., 11, 99. 117. QE, ii, 64: Harris, Fragments, p. 64. 
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is elaborately expounded.*® Benefaction seems to Philo especially the fruit 
of the rulership tot BactAevovtoc Beot. 

In Philo’s thus representing God as the King with attendant Powers one 
is reminded of Dio Chrysostom’s description of the Court of Hera, who is 
ruling on the “royal citadel (axpa), the sanctuary of Zeus the King.”*** This 
ruling of Hera for Zeus at once suggests Philo’s Logos, the manifestation of 
Deity immediately in contact with the Powers. Beside her sit four attend- 
ants, two on either side. Aikn, and Euvvopia who closely resembles Aixy, ‘sit 
on the right; on the left are Eienvn and a male figure, Noyoc, or ’Op0dc 
Aéyoc, without whose permission the others can do nothing. Some such 
picture of divine rulership must lie behind the type of divinity we have been 
describing. Yet in contrast to Philo, Dio’s description is obviously a casual 
figure for deity. There is no real distinction in Dio between the Powers on 
the right and left, and while the notion of the legality of the rulership is 
brought out, the whole would have to be modified as Philo has done to make 
it symbolize any philosophical conception of divinity. 

The figure of royalty was certainly a source of the hierarchy of Powers. 
But another source is equally apparent, the light mysticism of the mystery 
religions. Pascher has amply demonstrated the light-symbolism of the hier- 
archy of divinity which he was discussing. The light-symbolism of Philo’s 
hierarchy of Powers is no less clear. The first passage considered, the allegory 
of the ark with the cherubim, was clearly a matter of light emanations. For 
when the question is raised about the way in which a person could get 
knowledge of God, Philo says that such knowledge cannot come directly 


from God, to 6v, but from his primary and guardian Powers (Sopuopot 
Suvapeic) :1° 


And it is something with which one must be content that beams are thence borne 
into the soul, in order that the older and more resplendent [existence] may be 
visible from the secondary illumination.’”4 


The seraphim-cherubim were made of the “constructive fire.”*”* The Powers 
were “beaming shadows.” Philo does not refer to the higher Powers specifi- 
cally in the following passage, but there can be no doubt that the two Powers 
in which we have been especially interested are included: 


118. Som., ii, 285 ff. 11g. I, 66 ff. 

120. For a combination of solar or astronomical symbolism with duvapetg and Soov@mdgot, 
see Proclus, In Rem Publicam, ed. Kroll, II, 220, 25 ff., where a certain arrangement of sun 
and stars makes “the sun as King of all visible things, the imitator of the creative SuvapEts 
by virtue of its beams of light: ind xdvtwv dSogu@ogetta, tHv xoopoxeatdgwv. For the 
use of the term in astronomy, cf. Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Mathematicos, V, 38. 

121. QE, ii, 67 (Harris, Fragments, p. 66). 

122. The familiar xiq texvixdv of Stoicism was a material thing. This is a very good 
instance of Philo’s frequent use of Stoic terms with a meaning not at all Stoic. | 
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And therefore it is said in another place, “there is a cup in the hand of the Lord 
of unmixed wine, full of mixture” (Ps. lxxv. 8). But surely the mixed is not un- 
mixed, and yet there is a meaning in these words most true to nature, and in 
agreement with what I have said before. For the Powers which God employs are 
unmixed in respect to Himself, but mixed in respect to created beings. For it can- 
not be that mortal nature should have room for the unmixed. We cannot look 
even upon the sun’s flame untempered, or unmixed, for our sight will be quenched 
and blasted by the bright flashing of its rays, ere it reach and apprehend them, 
though the sun is but one of God’s works in the past, a portion of heaven, a con- 
densed mass of ether. And can you think it possible that your understanding 
should be able to grasp in their unmixed purity those uncreated Powers, which 
stand around Him and flash forth light of surpassing splendor? When God ex- 
tended the sun’s rays from heaven to the boundaries of earth, He tempered them 
in this way, that the radiance drawn off from the blazing flame, surrendering its 
power of burning but retaining that of giving light, might meet and hail its friend 
and kinsman, the light which is stored in the treasury of our eyes; for it is when 
these converge to meet and greet each other that the apprehension through vision 
is produced. Just in the same way if God’s knowledge and wisdom and prudence 
and justice and each of His other excellences were not tempered, no mortal could 
receive them, nay not even the whole heaven and universe. The Creator then, 
knowing His own surpassing excellence in all that is best and the natural weak- 
ness of His creatures, however loud they boast, wills not to dispense benefit or 
punishment as He could do, but according to the measure of capacity which He 
sees in those who are to participate in either of those dispensations. If indeed we 
could drink and enjoy this diluted draught, wherein is a moderate measure of 
His Powers, we should reap sufficient gladness, and let not the human race seek 
a more perfect joy. For we have shown that these Powers at their full height 
unmixed and untempered subsist only in the Existent.’** 


Philo regarded the Powers as light-emanations, or emanations of the nite 
texvikov. This would suggest a Graeco-Egyptian, or Oriental source for the 
conception, and indeed striking parallels to his doctrine of Powers are to be 
found in those sources. In a Hermetic tract it is written: 


There are from above the guards (Sogu@dgot), two in number, of the universal 
Providence, one of which is the Keeper of souls, the other the Guide of souls. 
And the Keeper of souls guards the souls’** . . ., but the Guide of souls sends 
forth and assigns to their respective places the souls that become incarnate. The 
one guards, the other directs, according to the will of God.'° 


The functions of these 50puddpo are not those of Philo, though in their 
limited field of operation the Creative Power of Philo would seem like 


123. Immut., 77-81. Colson and Whitaker’s translation slightly revised. 

124. Commentators would fill the hiatus in some way to supply the idea that the keeper 
of souls keeps those souls not yet incarnate. Cf£. Scott, Hermetica, ad loc. 

125. Stob., I, xlix, 69 (Wachs., I, 464; Scott, Hermetica, I, 516). 
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uxoTapiac, the Keeper of souls, the Royal Power like the puxoroymoc, the 
Guide of Souls. At least there are two S0pupope1 of God, in itself a striking 
fact. 

The conception reappears in three magical papyri. In one Baivxwwwx has 
not only a father and mother, but two Sopuddpor.'** Wessely parallels this 
with Pap. L. 250: Tatic oaiic ace Sopupopotow anavta; and Pap. P. 102: 
of kaAG Tov ueyav ev oUpavG G... dopupopotalv of Seka EE ytyavtec. With 
these Reitzenstein**” connects a sentence from a papyrus in the British Mu- 
seum: ot dvo Geol of mepl oe, 640. kadeitat 6 cic Gedc Lw, 6 Etepoc "Ao? 

The idea of a God with two Sepugdpol, or more than two, was clearly 
familiar to popular Graeco-Egyptian thought. The Hermetic Asclepius*”® 
speaks of eiluappevn and necessitas as two Powers which order all things in 
heaven and earth according to divine laws. Eiyappevy creates the beginnings 
of all things (rerum omnium initia parit), and necessity carries things on to 
completion. Order (ordo) follows these and works out the interrelations of 
things. The first two of these are more like the Creative and Royal Powers 
of Philo than anything yet encountered, and it is notable that cipappevn is 
aut deus summus, aut ab ipso deo qui secundus effectus est deus. 

Clearly with this is to be connected a fragment in Stobaeus:**° 


All things come into being by nature and fate, and no place is destitute of Provi- 
dence. And Providence is the self-perfect Logos of the God of the Heavens; and 
it has two self-sprung Powers, avayxn and eivaguevn. 


The text describing avayxy is lost. Eiyvaoueévy, as the text stands, is subject to 
Providence and avayxn, the stars are subject to ciyappévy, as are all things 
in nature and among men. The interest of this passage is that it gives us the 
two Powers as both subject to God through the Logos, and so it is more 
than likely that there is some connection between these Powers and Philo’s. 
We are not surprised to find that the Logos itself is mew Suvapic from 
God in another fragment.*** 


It is in such a source as this, rather than in late Stoicism, that I would find 
the origin of Philo’s Powers. Bréhier**? has paralleled them with the Stoic 


126. BM, CXXIII. Pub. by C. Wessely in Denkschriften, Vienna Academy, 1893, Abhand- 
lung II, p. 60. 

127. Poimandres, 117. 

128. Text as by K. Preisendanz, Papyri Graecae Magicae, II (1931), p. 25. 

129. III, 39; Scott, Hermetica, I, 362. 

130. I, v, 20 (Wachs., I, p. 82). Scott, op. cit., I, 434. 

131. Scott, op. cit., Frag., 28; I, p. 544. With this should perhaps be connected the Aeon, 
Sivapic tod deot of Poimander, XI, i, 3 (Scott, I, 208) and the statement in Ib., X, 22b 
(Scott, I, 202): tov deod xabameg axtives ot évégyetar. The treatment of the Suvdpetc in 
Kroll’s Die Lehren des Hermes Trismegistus, 1914, pp. 76 ff. is excellent. He was quite aware 
of the kinship to Philo’s dSuvamets, p. 77 f. 

132. Les Idées, pp. 144 ff. esp. 147 f. 
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xapic and dixy, Grace and Justice. He has not a passage to quote to justify 
his elevating these two into supreme aspects of the Stoic Deity, for his Cor- 
nutus reference (ch. xv) only describes the Graces as great Powers along 
with the whole procession of Greek divinities, all of whom, as the Graces 
here, are by etymology given significance as aspects (kata Tac Suvdpeic)** 
of the Stoic pan-Deity. Aixy will be discussed in the next chapter. It need 

only be pointed out in general that wherever the Stoics may have borrowed 
_ the term duvapeic for. their particular allegorization of the Olympians, a 
conception of God as fundamentally a supersensible light-fire source having 
contact with matter through radiated Suvayetc was in no sense a part of, or 
compatible with, Stoicism. Bréhier makes a great deal of the fundamental 
contrast between the beneficent and punishing functions of the two Powers 
of Philo. He has done so at the expense of Philo’s repeated denial of any 
fundamental or essential contrast between them. 

Inexact as are the Hermetic and magical parallels to Philo’s conception, 
they strongly suggest that Philo’s Powers, and the whole picture of Deity 
of which they are a part, were an adaptation of conceptions from the reli- 
gious world of Graeco-Egypt and Persia. Certainly they did not come to him 
‘from any traditional Judaism we know, or from the philosophical schools of 
Classic Greece, however much philosophers in Egypt may have attempted 
to orient traditional deities with such philosophical conceptions as the kooploc 
vonTtoc. 

At the same time it is incredible that Philo, who so repeatedly expresses 
the deepest abhorrence of contemporary mystéries, should deliberately and 
without precedent have borrowed from them de novo these notions of deity 
completely at variance with the older Jewish tradition. Had Philo as a com- 
plete novelty thus published book after book in which God appears as a 
Light-Stream manifesting Himself in lower Powers, the Jews of his environ- 
ment must have treated him as a heretic rather than have regarded him as 
their leader and chief representative. The probability is much greater that 
such a borrowing of a foreign conception of Deity was a gradual process, a 
swing or drift which involved many people and a long time. 

In its final form as Philo represents it, it is notable that the borrowed con- 
ceptions are thoroughly welded into the Jewish Scriptures. Kupioc and 8e0c, 
the Septuagint translation of the two Hebrew words Yahveh Elohim, are 
regarded with general consistency as representing the two Powers. That they 
could in themselves have suggested the interpretation Philo gives them is of 
course impossible. That Jews could suddenly have accepted such an inter- 
pretation without long having thought of God, along with their Graeco- 
Egyptian neighbors, as a Light-Stream is equally impossible. 


133. Diog. La., VII, 147. 
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In conclusion, it is notable that Philo’s use of the Powers is on a far higher 
level than the parallels adduced from magic and the Hermetica. It will be 
seen that Philo used the Powers in a fundamental way in his mystic approach 
to God. Yet they are closer in feeling to the Neo-Platonic effort at a philo- 
sophical account of God and His relation to the world than to the atmos- 
phere of the popular sources quoted. Popular Gnostic tendencies were philo- 
sophically weak in sacrificing the philosophic and Jewish urge for divine 
unity to a hypostatization of those stages of ascent experienced by the mystic. 
Philo’s Deity is notable because Philo refused to see the Powers as anything 
but distinct flashes of the single divine nature as apprehended from the 
human point of view. 

_ There has been much discussion of whether Philo in his use of the Powers 
was more a mystic than a philosopher. Heinze*** and Zeller**’ saw the 
Powers as admissions of failure on Philo’s part philosophically to connect an 
absolute and self-contained Deity with the world; he could make the connec- 
tion only by using a religious mythology of personal Powers, God’s subordi- 
nates. Drummond, as it seems to me, fully refutes this explanation, and sug- 
gests that the short cut was not in Philo but in the modern interpreters who 
had failed to take Philo’s remarks fully into consideration. For Philo’s own 
theory Drummond speaks strikingly of the Powers as “aspects” of a divine 
nature which appears to us to have aspects only because man is incapable of 
apprehending Him at once as a whole.'** God is Himself aSeiKtoc,'*’ His 
nature, except for the fact of His existence, is axataAnntoc.'** Bréhier rather 
returns to Zeller and Heinze, for he is determined to make of Philo not a 
metaphysician but a man “preoccupied above all with morality and with the 
ascent of the soul toward the knowledge (mystical) of God.”**” He dislikes 
Drummond’s theory, in spite of what he calls its ingenuity, because as he 
thinks Drummond “méconnait la pensée de Philon en la ramenant a une 
espéce d’idéalisme a la Spinoza, historiquement bien postérieur.”*“° Now it is 
entirely correct, as we shall see later, that this discussion of God and His 
Powers proves highly valuable in the description of the soul’s ascent to God. 
Of course Philo was not primarily interested in metaphysics. I doubt if any- 


134. Heinze, Die Lehre vom Logos, pp. 244 ff. 

135. Die Philosophie der Griechen, Ill (1903), ii, 407 ff. 

136. Philo Judaeus, Lond. 1888, ii, 65-155. See p. 95: “He (God) may not do as absolute 
Being or universal Cause what nevertheless he does as Benefactor or moral Governor. This is 
a mode of language with which we are not familiar; and yet, if we know a man under 
strongly marked characters, we might say of him, without danger of being mistaken that it 
was not the philosopher, but the general, that won the battle, meaning that he succeeded in war, 
not by his philosophical but by his military abilities.” 

137. E.g. Heres, 130. 138. Det., 89. 

139. Les Idées, 136 ff., see esp. p. 141. 

140.-Ib., p. 136. Why Bréhier should object to similarities to Spinoza here is hard to see in 
view of what he himself says on p. 314. 
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one in the world ever was so interested. We are all solving in our work our 
deeper emotional problems and it may or may not be apparent to ourselves 
or to others what we are ultimately doing. Philo’s religious urge is obviously 
much more apparent than, shall we say, Aristotle’s or Kant’s. But when we 
admit that Philo’s interest was primarily ethical and mystical, as of course we 
must, we have by no means justified belittling his serious philosophical pur- 
pose. For the mystical urge in Philo was present in a profound mind which 
was not content without a tremendous effort at grasping and thinking 
through the intellectual problems arising from his mysticism. And it seems 
to me that of all problems which Philo was especially anxious to think 
through the most important was that of the nature of God and of both the 
possibility of divine relation with men and comprehension of God by men. 
On this whole problem, which cannot be treated here, Drummond still seems 
to me the best guide, for description if not for source analysis. 

So we shall not understand Philo either by sacrificing his philosophic in- 
terest to his mysticism, or vice versa. The fact is that in Philo’s Deity we 
have a conception fit primarily, as will appear, to meet the individual’s hope 
for salvation. But it is a formulation that would sacrifice none of the best 
philosophic interest of the day in presenting man with a Deity at once the 
Monad, the Absolute, and the Prime Cause, a God who was the source and 
sanction of ethical idealism, and the goal of his mystical aspiration. 

Philo and Plutarch seem to me to offer the most illuminating comparison. 
Plutarch turned to comparative mythology, as does Apuleius by implication, 
to find a schematization for approach to the Greek Absolute. The solution 
was to Plutarch indifferently the mystic-sexual formulation, or the Persian 
doctrine of Powers. Comparative mythology meant nothing to Philo. He 
could not turn from Yahveh to Zeus, or to Dionysus as interpreted by 
Orpheus, to Osiris, or Ahura Mazda. But he, and the Jews he represents, did 
recognize the inevitability of the Greek Absolute in any adequate thinking 
about God, and yet like the Greeks of his day he longed to approach the 
Unapproachable. How could this be done? The answer of his environment 
was ascent through mystical-sexual union with the “Female Principle,” or 
by conceiving that the Stream presented itself as a series of quasi distinct 
stages or aspects. Both of these conceptions of God Philo, and apparently 
many of his associates, had adopted, and as we go on we shall see how deeply 
the conceptions penetrated all his thinking. He reveals the fact that Jewish 
mythologies of Sophia and of the Powers had been created on the basis of 
the Jewish Chochma and of the mystic symbol of Judaism, the ark. But with 
Philo this is not true mythology. It is all typology, and the formulations are 
only human conveniences which quite fade away when one has reached the 
top of the ladder. Philo would have been insulted if any one had put his 
typology into the indifferent mixing pot of Plutarch. He himself, for all the 


THE Gop oF THE MysTERy 47 


similarities that can be pointed out between his formulations and those of 
his neighbors, found in his typology two definite things, the Road to the 
Greek Absolute, and a vindication of the unique truth of Judaism. In his 
exclusiveness he stands out as a Jew. But he is a man of the Hellenistic Age 
in his attempt to keep typology subordinate to metaphysics. It was for Chris- 
tian theologians two centuries or more later to subordinate metaphysics to 


typology. 


CHAPTER II 
THE HIGHER LAW 


BEForE going on with the Mystery we must stop to ask how Philo could have 
found room in Judaism for such a deity as that described in the preceding 
chapter. The God of the Powers, or the God of the Streaming Sophia, is 
different enough from the God usually associated with Judaism, the Father 
in heaven who has given His children His will codified in the Law, so that 
the duty of the Jew was the glorification of God by obeying His Law. How 
could a man still call himself a Jew when God had become something so 
essentially foreign to Judaism? 

The answer must be found in Philo’s attitude toward the Jewish Law, 
since a Jew’s attitude to the Law has always been the criterion of Judaism. 

Philo regarded the Jewish Law from the point of view of his entire phi- 
losophy of Law. Into this subject we cannot here go in detail. In brief, Philo 
regarded law as of two kinds, or stages, whether he approached the subject 
as a politician or as a religious thinker. Law in its ultimate character was the 
expression of the Life or Being of God, the ordering effect of that Being 
and His will in and for all existence below Him. When this Law was more 
or less understood by men of intelligence it was set forth for other men in the 
material medium of nouns and verbs, and became “laws,” always inferior 
to “Law” which was essentially immaterial. The contrast made itself felt in 
every place where the Law entered as an entity and force, that is in the pri- 
vate and public life of men, and in the universe. Always, above any concrete 
legal manifestation was the Law it was reflecting. How this operated in 
ethics and politics we can not here discuss; but it will clarify our whole 
exposition of the Mystery to have in mind from the start the relation of 
Jewish Law to the higher Law. And for this we must first define clearly the 
higher Law. 

Without going into the details of Philo’s theory of creation, it must be 
pointed out that for him creation was the process by which original matter, 
yn amtoioc An, describable only by its utter lack of form, quality, or order, was 
given those attributes by their coming into matter from without, from God. 
This process could be, and was, expressed through the typical Platonic ter- 
minology of the forms, or the same essentially non-Stoic conception could be 
presented as the making of unordered matter into a great cosmos, the organi- 
zation of its disorganized parts and nature into a great city with legal regi- 
mentation. In the one case it is form that comes into matter, in the other it 
is Law, but in either case what makes matter into a cosmos is the coming 
into it of a divine force or effluence; and as there was only one creation of 
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the material world, so the two were to Philo interchangeable ways of saying 
the same thing. What came into matter from God to make it a cosmos was 
form or Law or Logos because these were but different approaches in Philo’s 
mind to the same concept. 

Creation as the introduction of form need not detain us. On this familiar 
Philonic notion it will perhaps be sufficient to quote: 


For God, being God, knew in advance that a beautiful copy could not come 
into existence without a beautiful pattern, and that no object of perception could 
be flawless which had not been modeled after an archetypal and conceptual form. 
So when God willed to create this visible cosmos He first formed the xdouos 
vontoc, in order that He might use the incorporeal and god-like pattern in mak- 
ing the corporeal cosmos like it. The second creation was to be an imitation of 


the earlier creation, and comprise as many kinds of perceptible objects as there 
were conceptual kinds in the other.1 


In the De Opificio Philo makes a great deal of this conception that crea- 
tion was the giving of form to formless matter, but even in that treatise 
creation in this sense is throughout subservient to the notion that creation 
was a process of imposing Law upon matter. To Philo the first chapters of 
Genesis have for their purpose the implication 


that the cosmos sings in harmony with the Law and the Law with the cosmos, 
and that the law-abiding man is forthwith a citizen of the cosmos, for he is one 
who regulates his actions in accordance with the will of nature, that nature in 
accordance with which the whole cosmos is ruled.? 


Philo is here talking of the Jewish Torah which, he is saying, is in har- 
mony with the universe. Behind both Torah and cosmos, however, is vot, 
whose BovAnua is the norm of the universe, what he elsewhere calls the Law 
of Nature. Into this conception it is necessary to go more deeply. The Plato- 
nism sets the tone and is the constant point of view in this treatise. The “Law 
of Nature,” a term usually associated with Stoicism, is used in such a way as 
in no sense to confuse that Platonism by the introduction of any essentially 
Stoic point of view. Philo after the passage just quoted goes on to say that 
Moses, who had gone to the heights of philosophy and the profoundest as- 
pects of nature, recognized that there must, in things that exist, be two prin- 
ciples: first an active cause, the universal mind which transcends all cate- 
gories, even those of the good and the beautiful; and secondly a passive 
cause, inanimate and unable to move itself. Stoicism to be sure divided the 
original fire into two similar principles, but always, as long as it rernained 
Stoicism, insisted upon the ultimate common origin of the two. Philo is 
opposed to Stoicism precisely because to him the attempt to find an ante- 
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cedent monism behind this dualism was essentially blasphemous. The high- 
est aspects of “Nature” could never in any sense be inherent concomitants 
of Matter. 

Now it is notable that Nature’s “will” is the norm of the cosmos, but 
neither Nature nor her will is in this sense identified with the cosmos. Such 
will appear to be Philo’s generally consistent thought about the Law of 
Nature. 


What then is this @voic which can thus have a will? 

One has only to glance at the Index of Philo to see how frequently and 
variously he uses the term. Duotc is the material world which natural phi- 
losophers study,® in which great storms make inner wars,* and which sup- 
plies men with the “gifts of nature,” the fruits of the earth, and clothing.’ 
Its parts are the four elements.® Again there seems to be nothing specifically 
Stoic in this usage. True the phrase ta év TH pucet is a common one for the 
natural world,’ but the expression is found in strongly Neo-Pythagorean 
passages,” and seems often to be merely phraseological,’ as we speak of the 
“finest thing in nature,” or “in the world” with no specific materialistic con- 
notation. When Philo wishes to be more specific he distinguishes between the 
uepiotoc and the duépiotoc puatic,?® or the material world is the aioSyty 
guaic,"* or opaty,? or UAKy,"* or the term Ta év TH PUGE! may include both 
ta aioOyta and ta vonta,"* or even refer specifically to the forms.’® In one 
passage he discusses nature as the beginning and end, a passage apparently 
reflecting Aristotle’s language,’® and says that with men the beginning of 
perfection lies within our own nature, but the end is God alone, who is 
N apioty uotc. From being the material world itself, @Uoic becomes the 
moving and creating cause in the material world. In creation gvotc first 
created light,*’ and apparently created the rest of the material world, for 
Philo speaks of Nature’s allotting the scheme of fruit bearing to the different 
animals and plants,** and of her giving the chameleon and polypus their 
protective colorings.*” With “divine skill” Nature created man after mixing 
the elements,”° gave man the five senses,”* made him a gregarious creature,” 
and by iooty¢ made him male and female.* In the creation and ruling of 
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material phenomena Nature used the number seven.* That is, in creation 
duoic can be used as a synonym for God, as Aristotle did.** So it is not sur- 
prising that first God and then pvoi¢ gave man his reasoning power,”* which 
is a hoyikn voc bound to man by the cement of uoic. Nature exercises 
providence.”’ “She gives many gifts to men, yet participates in none herself.” 
For she is unborn, yet gives birth; nourishes but is not nourished; causes 
growth and decay, yet is herself unchanging; creates but is uncreated. So, 
Philo concludes, we must separate from our conception of God any trace of 
the created, mortal, changeable, or profane. He has slipped from $vuo1c to 
Gedc¢ without the slightest sense of change, for @uoi¢ was only a locution 
for God throughout.” In another passage he slips in the same way from 
God to nature.”® : 

With this large variety of meanings for quotc, it is clear that the term 
vouloc Tic pUcewc might have a variety of meanings too. It is quite to be 
expected that Philo should speak of the Law of Nature as the regimentation 
of the material cosmos, a Law within the material cosmos, as well as the Law 
of God since Nature is God. Both types of natural Law are to be found, but 
there seems little confusion between them. They are distinct types of Law. 

By far the commonest type of Natural Law is that which means the rule 
of God or Nature in their synonymous sense. The cosmos is matter put in 
order under a divine regimentation.*° Philo’s sense of the law and order of 
the cosmos is keen.** The cosmos is a city, and the Father who begat it 
directs it “by means of the Law of Nature.”*? Like Plato Philo is willing to 
concede to the popular rulers of human destiny, the heavenly bodies, a dele- 
gated sort of executive power in this divine rulership, but he insists that their 
power is completely dependent upon God who rules all things in the “city” 
according to justice and law.** As any one would be a fool who went into 
a well-ordered city and did not conclude that it must have good rulers, so 
the order of the universe makes unavoidable the inference that it is ruled by 
God.** yn pév yap peyaddrodic 632 6 Kdopoc éoti Kal wile XpATaI moditeig 
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kal vou évi.°° Specifically the most orderly city of the ancient world, Sparta, 
is adduced as the best parallel, and God is called the great Ephor of the 
Universe, who knows and executes all things in it.8* God is also the father- 
ruler,*’ good shepherd,** helmsman,* and charioteer,*® with rulership always 
KaTa vouov kal Sikyv. And the Law of the universe is directly the product 
of God; it is His providence, but more importantly it is the imitation of 
His nature.** Much of this terminology can be paralleled in Stoic sources. 
It is just as familiar in Neo-Pythagorean fragments. The meaning of the 
terms must in any given case be determined not by their meaning in another 
source, but by their meaning in the writer at hand. If Philo has used Stoic 
terminology to express his thought, his thought is not on that account Stoic. 
When Philo speaks of Providence, or of Law, as the BowAnua Tic oUcEWs, as 
a copy of God the archetype, he means not the law inherent in the “nature 
of things” but that inherent in the Nature of God, who was in complete and 
transcendent contrast to “things.” If @ucic can mean God to both Philo and 
Stoicism, yet voc means something as different to the two as their concep- 
tions of God are different. 

The contrast of the two is most sharply brought out in those passages 
where Philo departs from his customary usage to speak of a law inherent in 
matter itself. For he sometimes speaks of a law of nature which conditioned 
God’s act of creation. This law of nature is the law of the nature of matter,*® 
not an ordinance of God. So it is not in the nature of creation, he says, to be 
able to receive benefits in a way comparable to God’s power of bestowing 
them,** which limitation would definitely restrict the working of God by 
setting up an obstacle or situation beyond His complete control. That is, the 
nature of matter is itself a law not only for itself, but compelling recognition 
from God, who cannot do with matter what is beyond the law of its nature. 
There are other traces in Philo of a law of nature quite independent of God’s 
creation. He has much to say of the important powers of the different num- 
bers, powers which God had in mind as He ordered the cosmos;** their 
powers are determined by the “Law of Nature”;*® but he nowhere ascribes 
the origin of their powers to God’s creative act.*” The providence of God for 
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His creation is itself necessitated by a Law of Nature which seems to ante- 
cede it, at least logically: “For that the maker should care for the thing 
made is required by the laws and ordinances of Nature.”** Even God’s own 
kingship He holds pucewe Seopeic axivytoic.*® 

These latter usages, in which God’s own action is conditioned by a Law of 
Nature, are not, it would seem, to be taken as anything but incidental ex- 
pression. The “Nature,” a law of which requires care for creation, for exam- 
ple, Philo would certainly have said was God’s own nature. The origin of 
the nature of number must be taken as an inadvertent anomaly in Philo as 
it is in Plato. The school seems not to have discussed that point, and the idea 
of the Creator as having number ready at hand had not been either chal- 
lenged or explained. Certainly it would have been given no explanation in 
the Academy or by Pythagoreans that would have been reminiscent of the 
Stoic Law of Nature. The law of matter, while it too appears as a condition- 
ing force in Platonism, is in Philo much more akin to the Stoic conception. 
Philo uses it as little as possible because it contradicts his own usual notion that 
all law is a product of God, and when he does use it, it appears, as in Plato- 
nism, to be an emergency device for the purpose of theodicy. Indeed both 
Philo and Plato use it slightly, apparently because they were aware that the 
logical consequence of a law to which God had to conform in creating the 
world is fatalism, and this, abundantly present in Philo’s environment, at 
least, Philo sharply repudiates, to insist that Natural Law is the Law of 
God.°° Even the heavenly bodies move according to the “ordinances and laws 
which God laid down in His universe as unalterable,”** with which might 
be identified the cause “more ancient,” i.e. more primal, than fate or neces- 
sity, which drives and steers the universe like a charioteer or pilot, for it has 
absolute sovereign authority.” Philo is distinctly not a fatalist, however easy 
it might be to conclude fatalism from isolated statements. That God is the 
cause of all things, but is not the cause of physical imperfection or moral evil 
is a position straddling the issue neither original with Philo nor unfamiliar 
after him. It was a position inherent in Platonism, and has characterized the 
great orthodox tradition of Christianity which shrank from setting up any 
ultimate cosmic principle of evil, but which recoiled just as sharply from 
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attributing the causation of evil to God. So we may rightly expect that when 
Philo is speaking of Gad, His Nature, and His relations with the world, we 
shall find him putting all things subject to the Law of God in Nature. But 
when he turns specifically to the problem of evil we shall find a parallel to 
Paul’s “law of the members,” that is mention of a law of the material nature 
which seems at enmity with God’s law.®* Let that theist who can solve the 
problem of evil cast the first stone at either Paul or Philo for such incon- 
sistency. 

The Law of God, or the Law of Nature, may thus be considered inde- 
pendently of the anomalous natural law of matter. For except only when 
dealing with the problem of evil, the Law of Nature is the Law that comes 
from God as a part or aspect of the Light-Stream. God is essentially voyoe- 
TC kal myn vouwv.** The Law is connected with God in the general 
scheme of the Light-Stream in two ways, first by Philo’s identifying it fully 
with the Logos, and secondly with the duvauic Baoihiky, and its subordinate 
Suvapic vowoOetiKy. On each of these a word further must be said. | 

The identification of the Nomos with the Logos was terminologically 
again at hand from Stoic sources. Not only did Stoics use the two terms 
interchangeably, but in their use of 0 op90¢ Aoyoc for the Logos they made 
the meaning of the identification clear. Like many terms now freely called 
“Stoic,” 6 6e00¢ Aoyoc both as a term and as a description of law antedates 
their teaching. In view of the evidence given below*® it is hard to see how 
Stein is justified in saying that the Cynics first gave the expression philo- 
sophical significance.*® Indeed, as far as its connection with Law is con- 
cerned, Clement of Alexandria quotes Speusippos as saying that Law is an 
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excellent thing as being op80¢ Aoyoc.*” The fragment is small, but Clement 
took it definitely as the source of the similar Stoic notions. All that the Stoics 
seem to me to have done with the notion was to give it a formulation so 
convenient that it could be used by all schools: “The universal law (6 vopoc 
© kotvoc) is the op86¢ Aoyoc which pervades all things, and is to be identi- 
fied with Zeus as he is the leader in the ordering of phenomena.”** Nomos 
and opQec Aoyoc, according to the Stoics, alike existed “by nature,” and 
expressed themselves in the mutually complementary realms of private 
morality and public law.*® So the Wise Man is he who does everything kata 
tov opSov oyov;® uprightness and self-control are defined in terms of it, 
and sin is its transgression.” At the same time the dp0d¢ Adyoc was the 
foundation of statutory law: “Law, the Stoics say, is an excellent thing, for 
it is 0p80¢ Adoyoe stipulating what is to be done, and forbidding what is not 
to be done.” Dio Chrysostom tells us that nomos, as 6e0d¢ Adyoc, was to 
stand beside the king on his throne.®* But while nomos and dp0d¢ Adyoc are 
thus identified in the sense of statutory law, the distinction is usually felt 
that the civil law is ideally a derivative from the universal Nomos, or 6990¢ 
Aoyoc, rather than that the civil law is itself in any given case to be identi- 
fied with the higher principle. As a universal existence the Law of Nature 
seems to be everywhere present and active, but not everywhere in the same 
sense. So it is given to all men,® but while it does not command the upright 
man in vain, it has no power to control the wicked.® Yet since it is common 
to men and gods, it is the foundation of a social life between them. Not only, 
Cicero explains, is ratto present in both gods and men, but recta ratio, which 
is law, and so the fellowship of gods and men has the foundation of a com- 
mon law—which implies a common civil organization (civitas). And not 
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only is the universe a single civitas common to gods and men, but as a city 
is built upon family relationships, so, in the world city, men are agnates and 
fellow-tribesmen of the gods, by virtue, we understand, of the common 
possession of the universal ratio or recta ratio." 

The Stoic op90¢ Adyoc, as it expresses itself finally in Cicero, then, is iden- 
tified now with the universal Logos, now with Nomos, and with Nomos in 
now a civil, now a moral, now a universal mystical sense. If Cicero goes on 
from this last passage to no mystical flights himself, it is rather because of 
his own personal character, and not because he has not a philosophy fully 
capable of mystical inferences. In the Stoic environment from which he took 
his ideas there must have been many whose natures impelled them to mysti- 
cal communion and union with the universal principle they found repre- 
sented in themselves. 

Cicero, Lactantius, and Minucius Felix tell us that that equation of natu- 
ral and divine law, such as we find in Philo, goes back to Zeno himself. 
The one most striking feature for our present purpose is that Aéyoc, dp0d¢ 
doyoc, and vouoc, both as universal, individual, and political terms are quite 
interchangeable.” 

Philo drew in part from much the same philosophical sources as Cicero, 
and was of a nature to do full justice to the mystical elements of his teachers. 
One is safe in saying that with Philo the whole conception is developed at 
least as much for mystical as for political purposes. So with Philo the great 
Law of God or Nature is the 6p06¢ Adyoc, and in such an identification the 
Law of Nature becomes a moral as well as physical force. The term vopoc is 
specifically interchangeable with op90¢ Aoyoc, as Philo points out.’® Thus the 
word op06c is frequently omitted and Adyoc alone put in formulae where 
we know d98dc Adyoc must have been understood by both Philo and his 
readers, as in the familiar definition that voyloc is “nothing else than Adyoc 
enjoining what is necessary and prohibiting what must not be done.”™ In 
the same definition Aoyoc Ocioc might be used,” while in another passage 
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frequently runs away from his data, there is much light thrown on Cicero’s point of view. 

70. 6 6e0dc¢ Adyos, Oc 5h vouOS éotiv, Ebr., 142; cf. vowosg awevdnc 6 dobd¢ Adyoc 

. tw adavatov picsws di—taotos év ddavatw diavoig tunwteic, Prod., 46. 
71. Praem., 55. 
72. Mig., 130. He goes on to say, Adyos éott tetog 6 vouoc; debd¢ Adyos had been used 
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the law of the universe is defined substantially in the same way, but here 
identified with Aoyoc gucewc,” or, just below, 6 tic pUoewc dpOdc Adyoc.”4 
Again vopol are oucews iepot Adyor.”® So with Philo, while the phrase op8d¢ 
Aoyoc is always to be taken with a legal implication,”® it is clear that the 
op9oc may be dropped at will, and that in Philo’s mind the great Law of 
Nature is only another name for the Logos or one of its aspects. Accordingly 
the term ioyoc appears in many descriptions of natural phenomena where 
we should expect voyoc.”” On the basis of this complete agreement of the 
universal Logos and Nomos I disagree with the latest editors in preferring 
to read voyioc to Adyoc in the following passage: 


There is no material thing so powerful that it is able to support the world, but 
the eternal Nomos of the eternal God is the most secure and stable support of all 
things. This is extended from the center to the limits, and from the extremities 
to the center, carrying on the irresistible course of nature, collecting and holding 


together all its parts; for the Father who created it made it the unbreakable bond 
of the universe.7® 


The passage of Philo which establishes best the 6994c¢ Adyoc as being uni- 
versal Law, and at the same time as identical with the universal Logos, is 


the following: The universe, Philo says, should join in the first verse of the 
twenty-third Psalm, 


for like a shepherd God the shepherd and king leads earth and water and air and 
fire and all the plants and animals in them, things mortal and divine; and in addi- 
tion He leads the nature of heaven, the revolutions of the sun and moon, and the 
variations and harmonious dances of the other stars; He leads them according to 


as synonymous with ted¢ (without the article) just above in §128. It is clear that dedc, detoc 
Adyos, dQ06c Adyos, and véuog are here quite interchangeable. 

73. Jos., 29. 

74. Ib., 31; cf. Opif., 143: tnet b& nica néAuc etvouos yeu noditelav, avayxaloc 
ovvépaive tH xooponodity xorota noditeta 7 xal odpnac 6 xdopoc. attyn 88 gotw 6 
Tis pices dQddc Adyos, Ss xvElMtéog xAoer rEOcOVONdtETaL Beoudc, vdpwoc Petoc 
dv, x08’ Sv th TQOCTxOVTG xal EmBdAAOVTA ExdotoLS GmeveUrOn. See also Probd., 62. 

75- Spec., il, 13. See also the parallelism in Jos., 174: Bedg 7 Adyos 7H VOpos Peios. It is 
significant that none of these has the article. 

76. As, e.g., Prob., 97. 

77. As for example, todnag técoagas, Ov éExdotns Se0c teia Caddie, yvwoitdpevoc 
TALS TOU NAlov MEQLpPOgAIS xaTa TOV év GeQitwoic dodAEUTOV xal BeBardtatov xal Peiov 
OvtMs Adyov. dev Evnondtovto xal tH nEccayogevdévtn Sedvtws Aoyeiw Ady yao 
Qi tTeomai xa EtHovor Hoa tetaywev@ xal nayiw ovviotavtat, Mos., ii, 124 f. Philo has 
here used AOyog by attraction from the priestly Aoystov. See also Som., ii, 223, 237. 

78. Plant., 8£. Eusebius, Pr. Ev., VII, 13 quotes the passage using Adyos for vépos, so all 
late editors read AOyog with Eusebius. But all mss. agree on vOwoc, and it seems more likely 
that Christians would have changed an original vowog to Adyos than vice versa. Soulier, Le 
doctrine du Logos chez Philon d’Alexandrie, Turin, 1876, p. 116 was quite right in pointing 
out that since the two terms were interchangeable the discussion had little point. Still I think 
that the mss. reading is preferable. 
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dixn and nomos, for He has appointed tov ded0v adtot Adyov xal mowtdyovov 
vlov, who received the guardianship of this sacred flock like a viceroy of the 
Great King.’”? 


It is from this point of view that the oyoc Oeioc can be called the Siomoc kati 
KuBepvyTns TOU mavtoc.®® One must not be misled, by the fact that the 
op86c Aeyoc guides the universe according to (kata) justice and law, to 
conclude that the two are distinct. Here then are God and His first-born 
Son, usually called the Logos alone,** whose identification with dp0d¢ Adyoc 
and nomos is complete. Indeed the 6980¢ ASyoc of Philo is the Logos in its 
legal aspect. The legal implication of the term seems not lost even when it 
appears as the source of the virtues, especially of justice, the chief virtue. 
Similarly its legal force is felt when it is given a place in the Pythagorean 
scheme of the universe according to numbers, in which the o986¢ of “right” 
angles is identified with the dp90¢ of “right” reason, so that it becomes the 
constituent element in the square, the Pythagorean symbol of justice.*? So 
completely are the universal Logos and the 6986¢ Adyoc interchangeable 
that Philo can speak of the universal omeppatikoc Oyo as 6 omepuaTiKoc 
Kal yevvytikoc tv kaddiv 6086¢ hovoc.®® 

The identification of the Law with the Logos is thus complete. One may 
read the Logos at any time when Philo is speaking of the Law of Nature: 
and it must always be borne in mind that the Logos is not the Stoic Logos, a 
concomitant of the ultimate material substrate. It is rather the Light-Stream 
coming down into matter. The Stoic terms can be used because the terms are 
themselves older than Stoicism and have no specific materialistic denotation. 
Actually the Stoics themselves saw the split between the active and passive 
agents of the primal fire as taking place so early in the process of creation, 
and treated the two thereafter in so loosely dualistic a form, that much that 
they would say of the Logos-Nomos controlling the universe could be said 
quite as accurately of Philo’s immaterial Logos-Nomos coming down from 
God to matter to introduce form and order. God’s Law did in Philo’s mind 
permeate and guide the universe as an immanent principle. But it was from 
God, not from anything analogous to the Stoic “fire,” that it came, and it 
was always qualitatively distinct from the matter it permeated. It was the 
immaterial God who was the myn vouwv. 

Philo expresses the interrelation of the concepts much more accurately and 
clearly when he puts Law into its place in the schematization of the Stream 


79. Agr., 51. 80. Cher., 36. 

81. Cont., 146; Som., 1, 215. 

82. Plant., 121; see, Mos., ii, 80 with note ad loc. by Badt in Philos Werke. 

83. LA, iii, 150. On this passage see Hans Meyer, Geschichte der Lehre von der Keimkraften, 
Bonn, 1914, p. 40. I cannot agree with Heinze, Lehre vom Logos, p. 240f., that this implies 

an undeniable carrying over of the Stoic materialism. 
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by its Powers. The Stream, with its legal aspects, has already been discussed 
in the preceding chapter. Here it need only be stressed that just as the 
Suvapic momtiKy represented God’s creative and providential aspects, so the 
Suvauic BaotliKy expressed the ruling power of God, with the inevitable 
corollary that He was law-maker. Law itself, or laws, appeared fairly low in 
the hierarchy, indeed on the hither side of the great line which divided the 
created from the uncreated aspects of Deity, the aspects apart from the mate- 
rial world and those which could find at least partial representation in mat- 
ter. But Law was still a higher principle than the kooyoc¢ vontoc, and was 
defiiitely present there. Law as it manifests itself in a material medium 
would by this be definitely inferior to the Law not so manifested, and Law 
itself is something that could be transcended by the mystic if he rose beyond 
the great divide to the Higher Powers. The importance of this formulation is 
that it made Law, even in its lower steps as statutes, a definite step toward 
higher reality; and as one went beyond to those Powers not characterized by 
Law he had not rejected the Law but only gone on to the source of the Law. 
Yet the obligation to rise beyond the particular to the universal, from the 
product to the source, would have been as essential in the case of Law as in 
the case of any of the other derivations from God. 

One might, and perhaps should, stop here in describing Philo’s concep- 
tion of Natural Law and the Law of God. But there are several cognate no- 
tions, figures used by Philo in developing the conception of the Law of God 
in the universe, which throw so much light upon the variety of its usage, 
and the way in which it could be linked up with different aspects of his 
thought, that they must be at least briefly treated. 

First of these to be considered is Philo’s conception of Sixy. To Philo, as 
to all Greek tradition, the legal was always the just, and 6 vouipoc equivalent 
to 6 Sikatoc. Philo does not himself state the familiar Greek aphorism, to 
VOUILOV Sikatov civat,** but their equivalence was repeatedly assumed in his 
favorite use of synonymous doublets, and in such statements as that ta avta 
Sikaia are equivalent to Ta Kotva Tic QUCEWS Kal akivyta voulua,®* or that 
Ta Thc Baothelac Sikaia are the same as Tic Baothelac Soyuata kal vouor.®® 
Aixy then must be examined as an aspect of Law. In discussing Sixy, Bréhier 
points out the most obvious facts.*” Philo has retained the Greek mythologi- 
cal figure which was first mapedpoc Oot, seated beside God.** Philo seems 
to have assigned to Stky a very real function when he says that dixn looks 
to the enforcing of the Decalogue, that is Natural Law, which is given out by 
God without stated penalties, because God Himself is only the source of 


84. Xenophon, Memorab., IV, iv, 12. Hirzel has a large collection of similar passages in his 
Themis, Dike und Verwandtes, p. 384, 0. 4. 

85. Agr., 43. 

86. Mig., 196 f. 87. Les Idées, 149. 88. Mut. 194 ff.; Spec., iv, 201, etc. 
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“the means of salvation unmixed and not partaking in vengeance,” is the 
“cause of good things only and the cause of no evil thing.” So God 


offers no asylum for evil doers, but knows that Dike, His ndoedooc, and the 
Epogos of human affairs will not rest, since dixny naturally hates evil, and will 
take the chastisement of sinners as its proper (ovyyevés) task. For it is right for 
the ministers and lieutenants of God, as for captains in war to apply punishments 
to those who desert the ranks of the Just One; but it is right that the general 
security of everyone should be ascribed to the Great King, as the warden of peace 
and the one who furnishes richly and without stint all the good things of peace 
always to everyone everywhere. For strictly speaking God is the President of 
peace, but His subordinates are the leaders of wars.®° 


Again the dread visitation of Stn, the Egopoc, brings the most terrible pun- 
ishments to malefactors (such as the profane or incestuous); if her punish- 
ments are not inflicted at once, they will be exacted with abundant usury at 
what seems to her the proper time.”° A specific example is found in the per- 
sistent enmity which dikn came to take toward Flaccus because he was 
Exvoyoc;** in the way in which Siky followed the brothers of Joseph,” as 
well as Oedipus and the whole Persian race.** For the eye of Sikn sees what 
occurs in even the most remote places,* and as nmapedpoc TG OeG visits the 
offenders against the eternal Law of Nature with all the most powerful ele- 
ments of the universe, especially fire and flood.®® This is the sort of Siky 
familiar to readers of classical literature from Homer on, and not at all, as 
Bréhier implies, distinctively Stoic.°* It is obviously at times associated with 
the duvauic Baothtky or vouo8etiKy, but by no means always. As a power of 
vengeance it appears in Philo for two reasons, as a reflection of current Greek 
manner of speech, and as another method of theodicy. 

The weakness of Philo’s theodicy has been shown, and consists chiefly in 
the fact that, while Philo was convinced of the reality of evil, evil which 
could not have come from God, he did not actually believe in the existence 
of any force in the world beyond God’s direct control. For Sixn, if sometimes 

89. Dec., 176 ff.; Spec., ili, 19. Cf. Jos., 48; Prob., 89; Mos., ii, 162. . 

go. Dec., 95; Mos., i, 326; Conf., 128. In Spec., ii, 253, he speaks of “myriads” of such 
ephors. 

g1. Flac., 102, 104, 106f., 146, 189. 

g2. fos., 170. 93. Spec., lil, 19. 

94. Mos., i, 55; cf. Mig., 186, 225; Conf., 116-121; Spec., iv, 201. 

95. Mos., ii, 53. Cf. the closing sentences of the fragment quoted by Cohn in the Edino 
Maior, IV, p. 212. The text (§52) speaks of the Adyog tij¢ cudiov MUcEws as the object against 
which sins are committed. Nopog is clearly meant, and is used in the fragment. If the text 
has not been altered from what Philo wrote, this is a most striking instance of the complete 
interchangeability of the two words. 

96. Bréhier, Les Idées, pp. 147, 149. I need not go into the much discussed history of dixn. 
See R. Hirzel, Themis, Dike und Verwandtes, 1907, pp. 56-225, and especially the excursus 


on the nagedgot, pp. 412 ff.; Ehrenberg, Die Rechtsidee im friihen Griechentum, 1921, pp. 54—- 
102; John L. Myres, The Political Ideas of the Greeks, 1927, pp. 167-240. 
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it acts to relieve God of the responsibility of direct action in punishment, is 
so completely subordinate to God that diky is often said to be inflicted by 
divine will. For example the destruction of Sodom was brought about by 
Siknc Yvwpn Seta SikacGetonc;*” the man who puffs himself up in his own 
conceit makes God his opponent and prosecutor;** statements which con- 
travene Philo’s entire theodicy. And if Sixy is the all seeing, that is also true 
of God Himself, who mavta 6p& kal mavtwv dakoven.’® God is also Himself 
the Ephor.**° God Himself sees to it that the penalty is restricted not only to 
the deserts, but even to the endurance of the culprit: this He does, Philo 
tells us, because His mercy is older than His Sikn—a poetic statement of no 
literal metaphysical importance.** And Sixy itself is not always only the 
hater of evil. It is piAapetoc as well as ptcomdvnpoc;*” it sends help to those 
in distress as well as penalty to the malefactor, as when it sent Moses to help 
the damsels at the well,*°* and when it brings calamity upon the man who 
mistreats and kills his slaves, as much to help the slaves as to avenge the 
sins upon the sinner.*** 

It is interesting that while vengeance and punishments are figuratively, 
but only figuratively, delegated from God, Philo has no interest in vindicat- 
ing the justice of God as such. His theodicy is devoted to defending not the 
justice but the goodness of God. In fact the only passage I have found where 
God is represented as Sikaio¢ in any essential way, the Sikatoc is a passing 
modifier apparently carried over by transposition, and the word is of so little 
importance that the passage rather gains than loses in clarity by ignoring 
it..°° Philo did of course make God personally the judge,*°* and as judge 
Philo represented God as just in His judgments.*°’ But in general God is 


97. Abr., 141. 98. Virt., 174. 

99. Spec., 1, 279. 100. See above, p. 52, note 36. 

101. Immut., 76, 80. To Philo this probably meant that the emanation primarily merciful, 
the Svvapuc woLNTixXH, was more primary an expression of God’s nature than the ruling emana- 
tion, the duvapis Baotdixn. But we have seen that all such statements have only suggestive 
value, since the true perception learned that God’s emanations were not many or divided, but 
one. 

102. Conf., 128. 103. Mos., 1, 55. 

104. Spec., iil, 140. 

105. The reference to God as dixavog in Leisegang’s Index, p. 368, is a mistake: GAndéc 5 
xal Sixarov wéteov tO tov Ldvov Sixatov Pedv broAaBetv na&vta pEtostv xal otoduadotat 
xal aovbuoic xai négact xal Seoic tHV TOV SAM xneQryed pat Mio, Gdixov 6&8 xal 
wevdtc tO vonton xata tov avbeamivov votv tatta cupfaive, Som., ii, 194. God is 
not himself here Sixatoc, but ngowywvotns tov dixaiov (Aébr., 232), “champion of the just 
man.” This is what is meant also when God is called qiAodixarog (Heres, 163). In Mos., 1, 
260 one escapes from timidity in the battle of life by using ti dxatdoreét@ tod dixatov 
ovpuaxig which has traditionally been translated “the invincible alliance of the Just (God)” 
(so Badt in Philos Werke). I see no reason for supplying the word God. 

106. Heres, 271; Opif., 155; LA, iii, 205, as judge He is judge of Himself. 

107. Ebr., 111; Mos., ii, 237, 279. So when Philo says that God is unlike man in being able 
to make a geometrically perfect bisection, and as such is dxqupodixarog (Heres, 143; cf. Som., 
ii, 194). I cannot feel that this expresses literally his ultimate philosophy. 
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N aévaoc TMYN >povycEwc Kal SikaiooUvnc.’* He governs ovv Sdiky,'” or 
peta Sikaioouvyc."*° God has the émotyyn kai Suvapic “of the truly good, 
beautiful, just, pious, and the like,”*** but these cannot be forced back upon 
the nature of God, for I think that to Philo God as “just” would be ultimately 
as anomalous as the conception of God as “pious.” The reason for this is not 
far to seek. Aikaioouvy was to any Greek a quality of conforming to laws, 
and God, as the source of laws, and hence essentially above all law, was 
hardly to be described by this term. A king might and should be Sikatoc as 
he harmonized his life with the incoming Aoyoc-voyoc, but he was above 
the laws of the realm; so the word “law-abiding” was hardly to be applied to 
Philo’s God, who was above even the Aoyoc-voyoc. Further the delegation of 
His justice to Aixy was a part of Philo’s feeling that God must be sufficient 
in Himself, and self-sufficiency and justice cannot both be inherent in the 
same person. For justice demands a social environment in which it might 
be exercised, and the virtues and properties of God must, in Philo’s eyes, 
require no association for their full realization. It is by no means without 
significance that in the passage just cited where Philo calls God the “ever- 
flowing source of justice,” he has been talking of God as being different from 
ordinary judges, in that he is not corruptible by bribes. Philo, then, when he 
would naturally have gone on to say that God is Himself just, instead assures 
us that God is autapkéotatoc éautG, entirely sufficient unto Himself, and 
then makes Him the myn dikatoovvyc.2"? So to Philo, while as we shall see 
dixatoouvy is the great way in which man can imitate and conform himself 
to God, God Himself is not fittingly to be thought of as having justice as 

art of His nature. 

The confusion is here quite deep, but is not, I think, unescapable. At one 


108. Spec., 1, 277. As far as I can judge from so small a passage Philo seems to be making 
an Old Testament statement of the justice of God into a derivative statement that justice is a 
divine thing, and so deflecting it from its original application to God as an attribute, in the 
following statement (QE, ii, 10; Harris, Fragments, p. 52; Tauchnitz Edition of Philo VI, 
272): nevia xat Eautnv wév EAgov yor ter cic axavdgdwouw éevbeiac, cic 5é xolow totoa 
BeaBevty xonta: tH tio iodtyt0s vou. detov yao h dSuxarootvy xai &déxaotov. Stev 
xal Ev ETEQOLC ev etontaL, StL h xQloic tov Beod Sixord gotiv. This latter quotation is 
traditionally referred to Deut. 32, 4; but here the Greek reads dixotoc xat Soros xveLOG, 
which seems exactly what Philo is trying to avoid saying. May Philo have had in mind the 
lost original of the Apocalypse of John, which twice says GAnbival xat dixarar at xoicers cou 
(xvi, 7; xix, 2)? Philo’s form of reference suggests a non-canonical source. The nearest expres- 
sions in the Old Testament are Ps. xix, 10: T& xQiwata tov xvotov aAnbiva, Sedixarwpéeva 
éxito até; and Ps. cxix, 137: Atxauoc ef, xdoue, xat evijs 1 xelots cov. But neither is as 
fitting an original for Philo’s statement as the Apocalypse passage. 

109. Legat., 336; dtxn, Mig., 186. 

110. Fragment, in Euseb., Praep. Ev., VIII, xiv, 2. 

111. Som., ii, 296 £. 

112. Pantasopulos, Elias, Die Lehre vom nattrlichen und positiven Rechte bei Philo Judaeus 
(Diss.) Miinchen, 1893, pp. 22 ff., makes this passage and the above mentioned Heres, 163 (see 
note 105), together with a complete misunderstanding of Som., ii, 172 ff., the basis for stating 
that Philo regarded God as the model of justice. I do not agree with him. 
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time we have Philo delegating all acts of discipline to mythological assistants 
in order to free God of responsibility for evil action, at another God is Him- 
self the sponsor or even the direct agent in such acts. Again we may speak 
of the justice, severity, and mercy of God, discuss them, yet Philo always 
evades making them into such fundamental aspects of the divine nature as 
he makes God’s goodness. A complete discussion of the nature of God as 
Philo considered it is not here in place. The present difficulty, it seems to me, 
is almost altogether obviated in the mystical ladder, from any one of whose 
various rungs Philo may be speaking at a given time. Philo did not, of 
course, solve the problem of evil. But he did think of God as appearing 
entirely different according to the mystical status of the individual man. 
God appears to men in a lower mystical stage as the personal guide of a 
complicated machine, doing all well, in theory, but with some practical difh- 
culties still to be adjusted. On this plane God can be considered as work- 
ing with assistants, powers, or persons; He can be regarded as the source of a 
great Law or justice which has become more or less distinct from God Him- 
self, but which is ultimately under His control. The religious attitude of one 
in this stage is ultimately to be that of obedience to law, and admiration of 
God’s virtues and power.**® 

Quite another vision dawns upon the mind of the man who has climbed 
above this stage. To one on a higher level the whole process of creation seems 
rather the unfolding of God’s own nature. There is no real objectivization 
from God, since God is personally the power informing all things, dwelling 
in all things. All distinctions in God lose their significance, even the distinc- 
tion between God as acting and God as being. What appear to the lower 
mystic as actions are now seen to be intimate expressions of that nature of 
God, which is ultimately self-sufficient and incapable of relation with exter- 
nals. There are no-externals, with the exception of raw matter, which has 
after all a mere logical existence, since it is only found completely informed 
by God.*** So there are in God no actions and no social virtues. Goodness is 
the only virtue at all applicable to God, and that virtue, at best only approxi- 
mately applied to God, is associated with Him in its individual rather than 
social sense; the word is described by being applied to God, not God by the 


113. For example Cher., 106; and below, p. 93. 

114. This appears, for example, in the discussion of God as Space in which the universe 
moves and exists (Som., i, 63 f.): “God Himself is called ‘space’ by reason of the fact that He 
embraces all things, but is embraced by nothing at all and because He is a refuge for all things, 
just because He is His own receptacle and contains Himself and dwells in Himself. I, however, 
am not space, but I am in space, and the same is true of every individual thing. For that which 
is embraced is an other thing from that which embraces, and the divine being embraced by 
nothing is necessarily its own ‘space.’”’ This discussion of space is the highest of three views: 
one which considers space as ¥Q0 UNO COWWATOS KEANQMPEVH; a second which regards it as 
the Adyoc Beiog “which God himself has filled completely full with incorporeal Powers.” But 
these both disappear in the third, the true vision of tésog as God. 
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word. The perfect mystic finds himself completely assimilated into this 
nature of God by the vision; his own personality is quite indistinguishable 
from God’s, and it is only when the vision of the truth departs and the ordi- 
nary illusion of existence returns that he feels himself as in any sense a dis- 
tinct existence. In the higher vision, then, there is no room for God as just, 
merciful, or any of the other words of praise so beloved by Philo’s ancestors 
and compatriots. 6 820¢ yovoc EoTi kal Ev, OU CUYKpIUA, mUaIC amhy.t® 

Shall we say with Bréhier that this is mysticism rather than philosophy? 
Yes, if we are willing to say the same of the deity of Plotinus, which differs 
from Philo’s rather in Plotinus’ greater powers of analysis and description 
than in any essential particular. It is philosophy with a mystical urge—and 
only really philosophic at the top of the “ladder.” To this Philo would gladly 
have agreed. His cosmic mythologies never pleased him. He was constantly 
indicating higher syntheses, which showed clearly enough his dissatisfaction 
with much of his imagery. Philo the philosopher really appears undisguised 
at comparatively rare intervals. His divine Logos, duvapeic, vouoc, dik, 
et al., were in themselves only steps to higher conceptions, and had no ulti- 
mate validity.*® For God’s nature is that of the monad (n Tot évdc 
guoic);**" He is thus unmixed and unmingled,™* “for he who thinks that 
God has any quality . . . injures himself, not God.”"*® If justice has no 
proper place in God’s nature, it is still, of course, one of the great principles 
derivative from His nature. So when Philo says: owtypiov év Toic padtota 
Sikaloouvy kal avOpunwy kal Tv Tol KOopoU UEpdiv, Yc kal oUpavol,}”° it is 
clearly not the dikatoouvn of God which saves men and the parts of the 
cosmos, but their own Sikatoouvy, their conformity to His Law and kingship. 
Atxawouvy is distinctly a virtue of parts of the universe. So Sixatoouvy, or the 
quality of conforming to God’s Law or Nature, is the highest state of a 
created being, and truly salvation. Philo had no need to abandon law as a 
step towards God, but the Law to which he must ultimately aspire would 
be the Nature of God rather than any cosmic force or code derivative from 
that Nature. He could no more stop with a code than with the stars. 

When Philo wishes to speak of the power of God’s Law as a regulative 
force in the cosmos he is apt to do so in the mathematical terms of the 
Pythagorean tootyc. The importance of tooty¢ as a traditional expression of 


115. LA, ii, 2 

116. So he says of God that xata tad adtd Eotds xivei thy oiunacav otdoL, ov 51d 
tHV oxeAav—ov yao avioundpogqoc—, GAAG tHv Eteentov xal duetaPAntov éu- 
qaivovoav: Mut., 54. He might as well have denied any reality to the Suvdpetg as to the 
“legs,” for neither properly harmonizes with the last phrase. 

117. Exs., 162. 118. Heres, 183. 

119. LA, i, 51: 6 yao H novdtnta oldpevoc Fxew tov Bedv FH wh Eva elvor FH pH 
ayévyntov xal &qptactov 7 uh &toextov Eautdv adixei, ov tedv. 
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the Greek sense of justice does not need detailed reviewing here.’”* In early 
times equality, icootyc, was the equal share of one warrior as compared with 
the others in the spoils and provisions, a matter of equal arithmetic count- 
ing. In later times, with the developed caste system of the Greeks, this came 
to be replaced by a geometric proportionality as the true meaning of tootyc: 
not to every man the same but to every man his due according to his de- 
serts, station, and service. As Hirzel says, it was probably the Pythagoreans 
who first made this change in meaning explicit.’”* The cry of democracy was 
always for some sort of application of the mathematical iootnc, the demand 
of all the other forms of the state was for the proportional tootnc. So Aris- 
totle could write; “All agree that justice in distributions must be based on 
some principle of worth,”** and “The ‘equal’ in respect to worth is that 
every one should have his own,”** although he himself admitted that “un- 
der certain conditions arithmetical equality must be used, under others 
equality according to worth.”?”* | 

How tootn¢ became a cosmic principle, or the fundamental principle of 
the cosmos, Hirzel has eloquently described.*** “The history of the Greek 
cosmos, the greatest work of art of the Greeks, is the same as that of their 
art in general. To a rigid architectonic method of exposition used in primi- 
tive times there succeeded also here another method, which not merely 
formed and ordered dead masses and spaces but expressed life and spirit and 
sought to subdue both in the masses and forms of beauty. In place of the 
sensible visible world-harmony emerged the invisible harmony of the oppo- 
sites.”2?7 


Philo was quite aware of these aspects of the conception of equality. 


For, the term “equal” is used in one way with respect to numbers, as that two 
equals two, three equals three, and the other numbers similarly; but in another 
way with respect to spatial magnitudes, whose dimensions are length, breadth 
and depth. For span??® may equal span, or cubit cubit, in magnitude, but not in 
value, as is the case also with things weighed and measured out. A necessary 
form of equality is also the proportional, by which also a few things can be re- 
garded as equal to many, and small to great. This form of equality also cities 
are periodically accustomed to use when they bid each citizen to bring an equal 
amount from his property, not of course equal by count (&e1by@) but by analogy 
of the amount of property to the tax rate; so that the tax payment of one hun- 


121. Hirzel, Themis, Dike, und Verwandtes, pp. 228-320. See especially 277 ff., 297 ff., 
308 ff. E. Barker, Greek Political Theory, Plato and his Predecessors, pp. 46 ff. 


122. Op. cit., pp. 277 ff., 315. 123. Eth. Nic., V, 6, 1131a 25 f. 
124. Polit., V, 7, 1307a 26. 125. Ib., V, 1, 1302a 7. 
126. Op. cit., pp. 308 ff. 127. Ib., p. 313. 
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dred drachmas from one man would seem to be equal to the tax payment of a 
talent from another.’*° 


Joseph Cohn, in a note to his translation of this passage, says that Aristotle’s 
discussion lies behind these remarks of Philo. There is no reason for assum- 
ing an immediate use of Aristotle’s text. The ideas probably antedated Aris- 
totle in Pythagoreanism, and were kept ever familiar in later times. 

It is of considerable importance for our purpose, then, that we find Philo 
using iootn¢ as one of the chief principles in the cosmos, if not the funda- 
mental one. The longest single discussion of this point is found in Quis 
Heres, 130-248, where Philo makes the most of the text, “and he divided 
them in the middle” (Gen. xv, 10). The immediate agent of the division is 
the Logos topevc, the “Cutter,” which begins by dividing all material 
things down to the “so called indivisible atoms,” then goes on to divide the 
Sewenta into parts for which Philo finds no names.**° I have examined this 
whole passage carefully elsewhere.*** For our purposes here it is only neces- 
sary to indicate that Philo’s aim in the entire passage is to point out that this 
account of creation makes icoty¢ the creative and controlling feature of the 
universe, cosmic Law, and hence is used by Moses as the basis of all his laws. 
For “the legal and equal are seeds of peace, and the universal cause of pres- 
ervation (owtypiac) and duration. But inequality and greed give rise to war 
and are destructive of what things exist.”**? 

It is not surprising to find the notion in other writings of Philo, where it is 
introduced in passing as being an axiomatic part of his philosophy and that 
of his readers. God is referred to as creating tootyc,"** and in His rulership 
as always being guided by it.*** All nature is full of Sixatoouvn, which means 
that it is made law-abiding, by the universal presence in it of tootyc, the 
untne Sikaioouvyc.’*® “ ‘Equality’ put in place all things, both those in 
heaven and those upon earth, according to unshakable laws and ordi- 


129. Heres, 144, 145. 

130. Ta AdyM PewONta sic Guvdjtous xal arEoLyOdqMous poOleGs, §131. 

131. “A neo-Pythagorean Source in Philo Judaeus,” in Yale Classical Studies, III (1932), p. 
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133. God is 6 iodtytog xal MAVTOS TOU Goioto SypLOVEYOS: Spec., i, 265. In Spec., iv, 
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arotwMv movotyntacs xat &E avopoiwv dpowtytac xal &E EteQorotyHtwv tTavtdtytac xat 
8E AXOLVWVITOV XOL GVAOLOSTWV XOLVMViAS xal GeuOoviag xal & MEV avLOOTHTOS icdtTHTE 
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XL LETOR OTADUMPEVOS xal StapEtOdv iodtyHtL mMAaQ’ EQuTM TO GvaAOyoV ExcdoTOLS. See 
Spec., 1, 295. 

135. Spec., iv, 231-238; QE, i, 6 (Harris, Fragments, p. 47); cf. Spec., ii, 204, where iodtn¢ 
is ) Sixqrocvvyns GOXT xal ayy, and inequality is the source of &dixia; Legat., 85; Mos., i, 
328. 
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nances,”** he goes on to say, and illustrates by the equal divisions of day and 
night, the phases of the moon, the four seasons, and concludes that in the 
universe icoty¢ is represented by the cosmic order (kéopoc EotTiv), in cities 
by democracy, in bodies by health, and in souls by kadoxayabia.t®? All of 
this, it should be noted in passing, is Sixaioouvy, and all is to be called the 
product of isétn¢ or voploc Tic dUoewc indifferently. He has learned of it 
from those who have investigated natural phenomena most closely, appar- 
ently the Pythagoreans."** The wealth of nature is arranged on the principle 
of iodtyc, and so he who is guided by icotyc in money affairs is led into 
dikaioouvy.’*? Thus the study of geometry, by instilling in the mind the con- 
ception of iodtn«, instils Sikatoouvy at the same time;**° and of all the num- 
bers, the number four, the first square number, is of course especially sym- 
bolical of justice.*** In general it is only another term for the same concep- 
tion when Philo, in the passage already referred to, speaks of To vce 
dikatov,'*? but makes a distinction between iootn¢ as a principle in nature, 
and dikatoouvy. He points out that even shellfish and storks have social vir- 
tues which can only be described as arising from a sense of justice and goes 
on to say: 


It is right that the universe should be composed not of some only of its parts but 
of them all, however that part in which justice and injustice are found should be 
preeminently endowed with reason. For both of these pertain to reason. And so 


it is necessary that reason should be distributed to men and likewise to those 
animals mentioned.1** 


In discussing the honoring of one’s parents Philo points out that lions, 
hares, and leopards can be domesticated as a result of their sense of gratitude 
to their keepers; dogs are faithful to death, and storks are exemplary for the 
care the younger birds give the older ones.*** But he draws no such conclu- 
sion as that therefore they must have a share in reason since they are thus 
virtuous, while on other occasions he denies that animals could have virtue 
or vice since they do not have votic or hoyoc, the determining factor in all 
virtue.*** For us here it is not so important that Philo contradicts himself 
about the animals as that he has definitely made the distinction between 
Natural Law and the virtue of following that Law. Ordinarily then he can 
use the terms iooty¢ and Sikaioouvy as synonymous, but apparently he had 


136. Spec., 1v, 232. 137. Ib., 237; cf. Conf., 108 
138. Spec., iv, 231 Ob TH MUcEwWS AxoLBotvtEes Huiv nagédooav. 
139. Cont., 17. 140. Cong., 16. 
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143. Animal., 61. 144. Decal., 113 ff. 
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a real meaning when he did distinguish between Sikatoouvy and its mother 
or source, IcoTNC. 

Another of Philo’s approaches to the cosmic Law of God, or the meta- 
physical Law, is by describing that Law as the Oath of God. Some of the 
more striking passages must be quoted: 


Justice and every virtue is ancestral law and ancient ordinance. And what else 
are laws and ordinances but sacred Adyot of nature, having their fixity and stead- 
fastness in themselves, so that they are indistinguishable from oaths?1*¢ 


God swears not by something else, for there is nothing higher, but by Him- 
self. 


Some have said that it was inappropriate for Him to swear; for an oath is added 
to assist faith (mlotews Evexa), and only God and one who is God’s friend is 
faithful, even as Moses is said to have been “faithful in all his house.” Moreover 
the very words of God are oaths and laws of God and most sacred ordinances; 
and a proof of His sure strength is that whatever He says comes to pass, and this 
is especially characteristic of an oath. It would seem to be a corollary from this 
that all God’s words are oaths receiving confirmation by accomplishment in act.*47 


Since Abraham had faith in God, God responded by giving miotic back in 
return to him, guaranteeing by an oath what He had promised to him, 
speaking no longer as God to a man, but as a friend to a confidant. For His 
speech is an oath.*** 

If one puts these passages together it appears that Philo is hinting that in 
giving Abraham His oath He gave him Natural or Divine Law. As Abra- 
ham lives by faith in the Aoyoc or Aoyor of God he is living in that faith 
that is the mlotic of God. God has met Abraham’s miotic by giving him the 
supreme miotic, the very Law and regularity of the divine Nature. It is in 
this sense that only God and the friend of God is motoc, for only they have 
the fixity of the divine nature that expresses itself in the universal Law. 

Where did Philo get such a notion of the divine oath as Law? Heinemann 
says’*’ that Hierocles the Platonist is the first to mention the oath as akin to 
Natural Law, and “hence Philo can hardly be working here from Greek 
sources.” Philo can hardy be working from Hierocles, it is true, but it seems 
obvious that he was working from Hierocles’ sources. There is little likeli- 
hood that Hierocles would himself have invented so important a conception. 
As a matter of fact there is nothing else which Heinemann, or so far as I 
know any one else, can produce in parallel to Philo’s statement. Hierocles, 
as a Platonist deeply interested in Pythagorean material, belongs precisely to 
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that school from which Philo drew most heavily, and a glance at Hierocles’ 
statements’*° makes some interrelation seem to me irrefutable. Hierocles’ dis- 
cussion is interesting in full, but I can quote only excerpts: 


Law we have already described as the eternally unchanging activity (éveoyetc) 
of God. Oath, after Law, we would define as the cause which preserves all things 
in their own state and keeps them so fixed as if they were bound by the faith of 
an oath (év dQxov mote); and it preserves the order of the Law (tot vouov tHv 
TaELV) so that the perfection of the Law of creation is the undeviating quality 
of the beautiful order in created things. For to see to it that all things endure, as 
though dispensed by Law, would be the principal work of the divine Oath, which 


is especially and eternally respected among those people who always think in 
terms of God. 


So to break the law of God is to transgress the mlotic toU Qelou dpkou. 

Whatever the material behind Philo and Hierocles, they, and the Epistle 
to the Hebrews alone in ancient literature have this peculiar conception of 
the miotic tol Seiou dexou. As a background for Hebrews, it should be re- 
called that Philo represents the giving to Abraham of the Oath of Promise as 
a gift of divine Law itself. 

Considerable light is thrown on Philo’s conception of the character of 
Natural Law by the casual references he makes to it for specific applications. 
The powers of the various numbers are determined by Natural Law.*® It is 
a Law of Nature that the thing made comes after the maker (a reference to 
the priority of the Creator as determining the whole succession of cause and 
effect in nature).**? From this it follows that it is a Law of Nature that the 
maker must have a care for his own creation, a Law which is applied not only 
to God,*** but also to men to prevent the exposing of children by their par- 
ents, °* and even to require masters to nourish, at least to the extent of giving 
them the necessities of existence, all servants born in the house.*** A frag- 
ment of Philo reads: yovéac tia’ oUtToc yap volo Oeidc Te kal muoiKdc,?** 
which follows the Greek notion as expressed by Socrates,'*’ and Dionysius 
Halicarnassus.*** Similarly rulership is by Nature’s Law properly concen- 
trated in a single source. This inference from divine rulership is variously 
applied. Philo says that it was appealed to by the Roman friends of Gaius to 
justify his murdering his relatives in order to make himself unchallenged in 
his sole rulership, an application which Philo by no means approves.’** His 
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own theory of rulership accepts the principle, but discussion of that point 
must be postponed to another study. He does apply it, however, to the hu- 
man constitution by showing that the rulership of the mind over the rest of 
the human constitution is established by Natural Law,”® and hence he can 
say too that it is a Natural Law that ignorance brings destruction, education 
brings safety." In these he seems to imply that it is a Natural Law that 
anarchy must inevitably destroy any kind of order. A still further extension 
leads him to say that by a Law of Nature foolish people are subjected to the 
wise,**” while many who are slaves by civil law are not so by Natural 
Law.’ Like traditional Greek formulation of Natural Law, the status quo 
of nature is to Philo guarded by Law. Xerxes failed in his attack because he 
had aroused divine wrath by bridging the Hellespont and by building a ship 
canal across the isthmus of Mt. Athos, for in doing so he had broken down 
the natural boundaries of sea and land.** Similarly it is a violation of the 
Laws of Nature to get more than one crop a year from the soil.** Man is 
also subject to a Law of necessity which requires him as a soul to leave his 
fatherland for the mortal body,*** while his body is affected by the changes 
of seasons according to Natural Law.'*? Murder is against Natural Law.2® 
The Laws of Nature seem especially specific in regard to man’s sexual life. 
Concupiscence is given man by this Law to preserve his body,*® and inter- 
course for begetting children is a Law of Nature.’ But adultery, intercourse 
during menstruation, or with a barren woman, as well as what we still call 
“unnatural” vice, incest and pederasty, Philo calls violations of Natural 
Law," while against the crossing of different types of animals, as in the 
breeding of mules, he formulates the Natural Law that justice is a matter of 
uniting equals with equals, like with like.*”? Also a man who marries a 
woman older than himself breaks the Law of Nature.*’* Many of these ap- 
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plications of the Law of Nature to sex are Jewish, but Philo is building upon 
a Greek foundation as expressed by Socrates that begetting of children must 
not be done between people closely related, or of improper age, else the law 
of the gods brings the natural penalty of misbegotten children.*™ It is Qeioc 
vouioc to honor virtue for its own sake.’”* In the same realm Philo says that 
it is a Natural Law that one who curses a good man becomes himself ac- 
cursed, he who blesses a good man is himself blessed.*’* For human beings 
there are two great tribunals, and only two, in nature, the one which tests 
impiety toward God and the other which has regard to misanthropy among 
one’s fellow men.*”” 

These applications of Natural Law are by no means complete, but show 
the varied use Philo made of it. In one passage he gives a more comprehen- 
sive discussion.’”* The High Priest, by the Mystery of Aaron, is an incarnate 
representation of the Logos, and so must be in harmony with the Laws of 
Nature. As such his mind must be filled with piety by constant preoccupa- 
tion with good and useful thoughts and his life filled with good works. So 
his hands must never have worked aéixia by accepting bribes, by sharing in 
the spirit of rapine, by being spotted with innocent blood, or by having done 
deeds of rmpewotc, UBpic, tpatpya, Bia, or any thing else reprehensible in the 
sight of codia or voplol, or of cool Kai vouipol avdpec, but only what is 
honored by them.*” 

So the Law of Nature is a conception which appears in every aspect of 
Philo’s thinking. It is a creation of God or an expression of His Nature or 
will, while it is conveniently and on occasion spoken of as a principle inde- 
pendent of God to account for evil. But as the expression of God’s rulership 
it is the governing force in all nature, and guides the conduct of men, as a 
whole and by specific application, into all goodness. Accordingly the chief 
approach of man to God is through His radiant voyoc tic ducewc. God 
Himself is higher than even the differentiation of His radiation which men 
call Law. When the mystic has achieved the full experience he will have 
transcended God’s legal activity as he does God’s Creative Power. But natu- 
ral science and Law are still the great avenues which lead man to the place 
where creation and creative activity, laws and Law, are alike subsumed in 
the Logos, and in to dv which towers in brooding mystery even beyond the 
Logos. 
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CHAPTER III 


THE TORAH 


In the discussion of Philo’s view of the Higher Law of God, the Law of 
Nature, nothing was found that was not familiarly Greek in its foundation. 
The Stream in which that Law finds its place is of composite origin, but 
the legal terminology and its implications are those of Greek thinkers, espe- 
cially of the schools of Plato and Pythagoras, with details found in Aristotle 
which Aristotle may well have taken from those schools. However the 
prominent position given to Law in the Stream, and in Philo’s thinking in 
general, the emphasis laid upon it, are the result of the Jewish attempt to 
represent Law, and, by implication, the Jewish Law, as the guide to mystic 
salvation. The Jews had much of the best Greek thought with them in seek- 
ing salvation in Law. The Stoic ideal of living according to nature was real- 
ized in the fulfilling of the Law of Nature. Aristotle, Plato, and Solon, to 
give only the more familiar examples, thought that the best way of educat- 
ing a people in the higher life and leading them into adequate achievement 
of their possibilities was in providing them with a legal system which would 
best train them in dikatoouvy by being true Law kata dixyv. Yet in Philo’s 
writings there is a stress laid upon Law as the approach to salvation that 
goes beyond these writers, in degree if not in kind. 

When one turns to Philo’s notion of Jewish Law it is clear that Jewish 
apologetic fervor has been the inspiration of this intensified stress upon Law 
in general. By magnifying Law, and by orienting Jewish Law with Natural 
Law as the Law of God, the Jew could present his religion as the solution 
of the Greek problem, or of the mystic search of the Hellenistic Age. 

No more patent fact springs out of the pages of Philo than his loyalty to 
Judaism. He was loyal to the Jewish group in Alexandria, loyal to the race 
as a whole,* but most of all loyal to the Jewish Law, and his treatment of the 
Law is so Jewish that his writings are frequently only intelligible when the 
Jewish attitude toward the Torah is kept in mind along with the Greek 
conception of vopoc. 

So much has recently appeared to explain the Jewish view of the Torah in 
Philo’s day” that now only a word is needed on the subject. The Jewish 
Torah was regarded essentially as God’s revelation of Himself to Israel, 
Israel’s treasured “Teaching” on sacred subjects. Opinion at the time was 
divided among Jews as to whether that Torah was essentially limited to the 

1. Spec., iv, 179-181. Franz Geiger, Philon von Alexandreia als sozialen Denker, pp. 102 ff. 
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Scriptures, or included the sort of legalistic and doctrinal tradition that later 
developed into Talmudic Judaism. But in either case it was agreed that 
Judaism rested upon the Torah, which itself was God’s revelation of His 
existence and character, and of His will for man. The Septuagint translation 
of the word Torah by the Greek word voyoc was peculiarly unfortunate, as 
Herford has well pointed out,® for it has led later generations to believe that 
the Jewish Law was primarily a code of commands and prohibitions. The 
Torah to which the CXIX Psalm was dedicated was a long way from being 
merely a book of laws, though it included a code. For the Torah included 
also the revelation of God as the God of Israel, who had created the world, 
painstakingly fashioned man, called the great patriarchs to found the Jewish 
race, watched over the race in Egypt, and led them out miraculously to give 
them the Promised Land. Such a God had in His great mercy revealed to 
the Jews His will for human conduct, but the specific laws had their author- 
ity from being a part of the greater Torah which included them, rather than 
from being that Torah themselves. The specific laws were specific, and to be 
specifically followed, but not as an end in themselves. Obedience to the com- 
mands carried value only as it sprang from a love for the whole revelation 
and the God thus revealed, and from a desire to please Him by accepting 
and fulfilling the entire Torah. Understanding and interpretation might and 
did vary, for the Torah as a whole was thought to be beyond formulation. 
One could obey the laws, and try to understand, and only by doing both was 
one living according to the Torah. 

Much as Philo departed from the ordinary lines of traditional Jewish 
Midrash, in trying to use all his gifts and faculties to understand the depth 
and height of the treasures of Jewish revelation, he was a writer of Jewish 
Haggada or Midrash, expounding always the Torah of God. It is Torah, or 
as he calls it, vouoc, as the revelation of the truth that is his constant concern 
in all but his occasional political writings. 

That the Jewish vouioc meant to him the divine revelation of truth is easily 
demonstrated. He of course refers to the specific laws as vouoi throughout 
his writings, but constantly quotes non-legalistic parts of the Pentateuch as 
© VOHOC or ol Vouol, or as y) VooDEoIa. The fact that Potiphar, a eunuch, had 
a wife is “law” ;** the stories of Rebecca at the well,* of the tower of Babel,’ 
of the Flood,® of Creation,’ of the curse of Cain,® of Abraham’s migration,” 
and divine visitation,*° of the activities of the Amorites,** of the appointment 
of Aaron as Moses’ spokesman,” of Balaam’s cursing,’* of Phinehas’ thrust- 
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ing his spear through the womb of the Midianitish woman," all these are 
Law. In a word, even those parts of the sacred books are Law which are 
attacked as fables by unsympathetic Greeks.’® Such a use of vouoc is mean- 
ingless in Greek; it is a purely technical term used by Jews to indicate the 
Hebrew conception of Torah. It is in this general sense that the Law is a 
teacher, instructing men “to worship Being, who is greater than the Good, 
more simple than the One, and more primal than the Monad.”*® By having 
taught the Jew human sympathy (avOpwnonaGeiv) it teaches him not to seek 
the punishment of his enemies.” It is from the Law that Philo has learned 
that the happy man is the man who uses sound judgment for good ends." 
From the Law the haughtiest tyrant could learn humility in learning that 
men all have a common origin and nature.*® When Philo speaks of the 
Patriarchs as vouoi éuuxol, as voulot dypador from whom the written laws 
are derived,”° he does not mean that the Patriarchs are bundles of commands 
which were written down by Moses, but that they were an unwritten repre- 
sentation of God’s revealed nature and will, and that the Pentateuch only set 
forth in writing what was more perfectly revealed in their characters. There 
is no thought of deducing the specific commands from the incidents of the 
lives of the Patriarchs. It is the Law in the larger sense which they brought 
to men. 

Occasionally Philo feels the Greek meaning of his term in referring to the 
Pentateuch. The transition from the Hebrew to the Greek sense is not al- 
ways superficially apparent. At the beginning of the De Abrahamo, when he 
is writing a transitional paragraph from the De Opificio to the subject be- 
fore him, he explains that the first book of the sacred laws is Genesis, and 
sketches a few of the variety of subjects he finds therein discussed. The first 
of these subjects was the creation of the world, says Philo, and since this has 
now been canvassed in the preceding treatise we can go on to discuss the 
laws, postponing consideration of the particular laws until we have discussed 
the more general laws, the Patriarchs. That is, one could infer that the story 
of creation was not a part of the Jewish law unless one looked back and 
saw that the creation story was not an introduction to, but itself the begin- 
ning of the Jewish Law, and had been so treated in the De Opificio.™ At 
the close of the same series of writings, as he introduces the last book (the 
De Praemtis et Poenis), he says that the Aoyta delivered by Moses are in 
three parts, the story of creation, the historical part, and the legislative. Here 
the legislative is restricted still further to the Decalogue and the particular 
laws, and the part dealing with the patriarchs is the historical part; the word 
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Aoyia has taken the place of voyot for the whole. That is the Greek sense of 
voutoc has for the time quite driven out the Jewish sense. In one passage 
of the Allegory”? he betrays a consciousness of this double meaning, for 
while he refers to the whole Pentateuch (here specifically Gen., vi, 7) as Law 
and the product of the lawgiver, he explains that the parts of the Law con- 
cerned with injunction and prohibition (oi év taic npootateot kal anayo- 
pevoeci vouiot) are the laws in the proper sense of the term (kupiwc eiol 
vouot), that is in the proper sense of the Greek word as distinguished from 
the peculiar Jewish usage.”* So far as I know this is the only passage where 
Philo betrays his sense of the inaccuracy of the Jewish usage; in general he 
refers to the entire Pentateuch as vopo8ecia, or vouoc, as an established ter- 
minus technicus. But the reader must always bear in mind that the word in 
such a connection means Torah and not the Greek vouoc, or our word law. 

When one takes up the problem of Philo’s attitude toward the Jewish 
vouoc, then, one is faced by the fact that Philo himself thought of that vouoc 
in two senses, as the vouloc in general, the Jewish Torah, and as a body of 
specific commands. His attitude toward the one need not, and, it will be 
found, does not fix his attitude toward the other. ; 

It is almost as obvious that only the Pentateuch is Torah to Philo as that 
the Pentateuch as a whole is such. In the first place it is striking that in the 
course of the entire Exposition there is not a single reference to any Jewish 
writer or document but Moses and the books ascribed to him.** The Judaism 
Philo was presenting to Gentiles did not bring in the histories, the poetry, 
or the prophecy of Judaism. When writing for Jews in the Allegory, in the 
Quaestiones, and in the De Exsecrationibus he could occasionally quote these 
other writings, though on the whole surprisingly little, but they were no part 
of the Torah Philo gave his prospective converts. 

His forms of quoting books of the Bible outside the Pentateuch, where he 
refers to them in his writings for Jews, are worth noting. On the whole the 
commonest introduction is simply by the title of the book quoted, as he 
might quote from Homer.”* A quotation from Judges is introduced by ono, 
with no explanation of the force of the word on the context.** Sometimes a 
quotation appears simply as representing the opinions of the “men of old.”*" 
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But frequently there is a phrase which shows that Philo thought the book 
he was quoting was inspired. He says that he is an admirer of the oracular 
utterances of the books of Kings.”* He says it would be well to believe that 
“the Lord is my shepherd,” for the author of the twenty-third Psalm was 
not an ordinary man, but a prophet.”® He quotes as witness for an argument 
© eomectog avyne who wrote the ninety-third Psalm.*° Again as witness he 
quotes Is. v, 5, 7, saying that it was spoken under inspiration (emiQeiacac) 
by one of the ancient prophets.** 

These passages would lead one to conclude that Philo regarded the rest of 
the Old Testament as inspired, but not as Torah. The basis of Philo’s dis- 
tinction would seem to be that in the Mystery, as we shall see, one could 
become inspired (Philo felt himself inspired at times),*” and that certain 
great men of past generations had achieved that experience, but none in such 
a way as to put their writings on a level with the writings of Moses himself. 
Of Jeremiah he says, for example, in introducing a quotation, that he was 
not only an initiate but a hierophant in the Mystery, to such an extent that 
in his inspiration he could utter an oracle éx mpoownou to Geo0.5* There is 
a definite mystic circle, a 9ta00c, which was also the prophetic circle. Jere- 
miah again is to mpopytixot Siaowty<¢ xopot.** Zechariah and the author 
of the sixty-fourth Psalm were each tic tTév étaiowy Muticewe;** the author 
of Proverbs was Tic TOV ooitntdv Muucéwc,®® or tic tTHv &k To Belou 
xopou.*” The author of the thirty-sixth Psalm was also a member of Moses’ 
Qiacoc, who was entirely absorbed in the divine possession. The author of 
the thirtieth Psalm, because he felt his weakness in sophistic argument, 
prayed God to silence his opponents: he was tic tGv Muuoéuc yvwpipwv.® 

The inspiration of these men was certainly not to be classed with that of 
Moses, nor were their books, valuable as they were, Torah or Nomos. Occa- 
sionally words are taken from the histories-or prophecies and quoted as “an 
oracle” of God,*® but it will be noticed that in each case such words are 
represented in their context as spoken by God in the first person, and Philo 
explains in one passage that God spoke the words through the prophet as an 
oracle.*° He is thus implying not that the book quoted is an “oracle” as a 
whole, but only these divine utterances. In only a single instance, so far as I 
can discover, is a quotation introduced from a book outside the Pentateuch 
as “scripture”: Samuel is quoted as 6 tepo¢ Aoyoc.** However this unique 
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departure from his custom is to be explained, another passage makes abun- 
dantly clear that Samuel was not regarded as on a level with the Pentateuch, 
for he quotes the same chapter of the same book in another place as simply 
from “the first book of Kings,” and says that the passage agrees with TO 
icowtatov Mwuoguc yoappa.*** The reader could not have missed the con- 
trast in his feeling about the two writings. One other passage likewise is at 
variance with Philo’s usual attitude. In OG, iv, 147, Philo says that there is 
attributed to God (he means, obviously, attributed by Scripture) three senses 
in their higher form, sight, hearing and smell. To justify his statement he 
quotes Genesis on the senses of sight and smell, but Psalms Ixviii, 34 (Ixix, 
33), for the sense of hearing, as though the Psalms were on that plane of 
equality with the Pentateuch that elsewhere he so consistently denies. One 
might devise ingenious explanations for this departure, but whatever the 
explanation, the fact remains that it is a single instance of departure, and 
cannot seriously alter the impression of his remarks when taken as a whole. 

On the whole, then, it would appear that what inspiration the later writers 
had was in Philo’s opinion an inspiration quite inferior to that of Moses, if 
their contact with God was not in some sense mediated by their membership 
in Moses’ Oiacoc. Traditional Judaism for Philo was Moses-centered in a 
way that is in striking contrast with the Apologetic and Christian literature 
of his day. He has not excluded the Messianic hope from his belief. Rather 
there are good reasons for believing that his expectations in that direction 
were active and eager.*” But his writings are conspicuous for their omission 
of prophetic words and of the prophetic point of view. This is quite intelli- 
gible in writings directed to Gentiles, but more striking that it should be so 
largely absent from the writings for Jews. Philo’s Judaism was the Judaism 
of the Torah, and for him the Torah was the Pentateuch. 

Philo’s attitude to the Scriptures seems just as much in contrast with the 
Jewish tradition in Palestine which we know as with early Christian writ- 
ings. It has frequently been pointed out that early rabbinical tradition made 
Moses and his inspiration unique as compared with the other inspired writ- 
ings. He is said to have uttered every inspired prophetic writing as well as 
his own, and Philo’s representing the inspiration of the other sacred writers 
as in a sense derived from Moses may be an echo of some Palestinian tradition 
we do not know. Philo, like what was apparently Palestinian tradition of the 
time, also divided the sacred Scriptures into Law, the Prophets, and the 
Hymns and other Writings,“ and viewed these all as inspired. But he 
sharply departs from the Jewish tradition preserved to us in the way he 
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reserves the word voyoc, Torah, for the Pentateuch exclusively. Paul** can 
quote Isaiah, the Fourth Gospel*® can quote the Psalms, as voyoc, and his- 
torians of rabbinical tradition agree that the word Torah was applied to the 
whole body of writings accepted as inspired, on the ground, apparently, that 
they were all revealed teaching about God.** But this Philo does not do. He 
seems to have a sharper sense of the secondary character of the other writ- 
ings than did rabbinical tradition, so much so that when the writer of De 
Jona (44) quotes the Psalms as vopioc, the fact is only another indication 
that Philo could not have written it. Rabbis would frequently quote for 
proof a verse from each of the three divisions.*’ Philo never. 

This extreme concentration on the Pentateuch is accentuated by the ab- 
sence of any sense of a verbal tradition that could be appealed to alongside 
the written Law. Heinemann has examined the question carefully, and has 
concluded that Philo’s references to the “unwritten Law” cannot be taken 
in any case as a reference to the “oral tradition” of Pharisaic Judaism.*® 
The most cursory examination of Philo will bear him out. Heinemann has 
found some traces of the content of tradition, especially in the Hypothetica, 
the laws of temple cultus, and of oath, but these seem taken, he establishes, 
from sources which had used the tradition rather than from the tradition 
directly. On point after point the tradition would have helped Philo out of 
awkward situations had he known it. The amazing thing is, as Heinemann 
well demonstrates, that for Philo Judaism had no history or development 
or fundamentally important literature between Moses and his own time, a 
matter that is the more astonishing in that Philo is liberal in references to the 
history and literature of other peoples, especially of the Greeks.*® Heine- 
mann’s handling of the matter is so convincing that one need only say that 
it is demonstrated that Philo knows nothing of Jewish oral tradition, cer- 
tainly nothing of it as Torah, an inspired parallel to the Pentateuch. 

When one visualizes this surprising reactionary attitude which saw the 
authority for Judaism only in the Pentateuch, however it might be inter- 
preted, and which functioned in complete independence of the Pharisaic- 
rabbinical tradition, one is struck by the possibility that Philo’s attitude was 
influenced by the Sadducees. It is interesting to compare what little else we 
know of the Sadducees with Philo’s positions. The points where Heinemann 
finds him in agreement with Palestinian tradition, the actual usages of the 
temple cultus, the strict conception of the oath, the dating and nature of 
certain offerings, the use of God’s name in the temple, the regulation of the 
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temple ordeal for a woman accused of adultery, are all matters that were 
largely the concern of the Sadducean group as high-priests. We kno-w that 
the appeal of the Sadducees was primarily to men like Philo, that is to the 
wealthy and to men of great social distinction.®° Philo certainly belonged in 
that category. Heinemann has pointed out that in the strictness of his penal 
code** and in his treatment of the Talon” he is distinctively reminiscent of 
Sadducean legal practice. 

We know further that the Sadducees denied the Pharisaic doctrine of 
predestination (“fate” as Josephus calls it) which Paul brought over into 
Christianity.°* It is at least, then, in harmony with the Sadducees that Philo 
consistently, in its Stoic form, repudiates determinism, to make man a free 
moral agent. Eaton has interpreted Josephus as representing that the Sad- 
ducees repudiated “divine providence.” But this is quite another matter, as 
Philo himself shows by keeping the doctrine of providence while he rejects 
determinism. The Sadducees denied the resurrection of the body,** an idea 
which also does not appear in Philo. He does not go so far as they in saying 
that souls perish with their bodies,*° but his Greek notion of immortality, 
and all his ethical teaching, are quite without a sanction of rewards and 
punishments at a divine tribunal after death. The present life with its 
heavenly possibilities is Philo’s great concern: virtue and mystic endeavor 
alike have their goal in a eudaemonism whose continuance into the next life 
is relatively incidental. The Sadducees rejected the angelology of the Phari- 
sees.’° Just what the angelology of the Pharisees was we do not know with 
any certainty, but it seems likely that it expressed itself in that type of angelic 
mythology found in Jewish writings of the period and in early rabbinical 
writings,°’ where the angels had become such fixed personalities as, in many 
cases, to have names and distinct functions. Philo knows nothing of such an 
angelology; his angels are only Suvayeic of God, and not of a sort remotely 
to provoke or admit individual mythological elaboration. He could not pos- 
sibly have made room for a literal Gabriel or Michael in his thinking, and 
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allegorized away all resemblance of the Cherubim to that Palestinian tradi- 
tion which seems to have been accepted and developed by the Pharisees. 

These are all the points we know definitely about the Sadducees. Our evi- 
dence for them is so slight that it is impossible to prove that Philo was in 
any sense influenced by them. But it is at least striking that Philo agrees 
with every one of the positions they are known to have taken, while if he 
was possibly not of priestly family he was at least of the same general social 
class to which they made their appeal. It is, of course, impossible to turn the 
argument and read any of Philo’s positions back into the Sadducees, for he 
was obviously influenced by many other currents. What their attitude was 
toward Greek civilization, for example, we do not know, though we suspect 
it was more liberal than that of the Pharisees. But whatever else was in 
Philo, his general approach to Judaism seems to have been colored by the 
Sadducees, and indeed he seems as close to them as Paul to the Pharisees. 
In no point is the resemblance more striking than in the fact that his devo- 
tion to Judaism limits itself to an intense loyalty to the Pentateuch as Torah, 
to the temple, and to the nation, but to nothing else, whether later literature 
or oral tradition. 

The Pentateuch as Torah then teaches Philo his Judaism. It is very inter- 
esting to note that Philo’s Judaism, in contrast to Palestinian Judaism, was 
specific in doctrine as well as in prescription for conduct. The Torah “taught” 
the Palestinian Jew that God had created the world and man, and was par- 
ticularly close in His relation with the Jews. Nothing else, except that the 
Torah was God’s revelation, was it required that a Jew believe, and this was 
rather assumed than presented as formal articulus fidei. But Philo lived in an 
environment where a man’s beliefs could not so readily be assumed, and so 
he had to formulate Jewish positions for proselytes who would have come 
from almost any Hellenistic circle. The Torah as he conceived it taught 
Greek philosophy, to be sure, but in spite of Philo’s eclecticism, it taught, and 
could be allowed to teach, only certain doctrines of Greek philosophy. That 
ultimate reality was a material @uoic of any sort, for example, could not for 
a moment be allowed. Orthodoxy, a notion of appalling history, first came 
into the Jewish thought world in Philo’s environment. 

Philo revered the Torah on the ground that it was a revelation of the 
existence and nature of God, and of God’s higher Law of Nature. In spite of 
his endless concern with details of the letter, he studied the Law for what 
he could make of it as a whole, rather than for its literal content. He could 
logically have had this attitude to the whole without retaining respect for 
the letter as such. What did Philo think of the specific laws as obligations? 

The giving of the specific laws was, he thought, an act of great mercy on 
the part of God and showed profound understanding of human needs on 
the part of Moses. It was not enough to lead the Israelites out of the bondage 
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to flesh which Egypt represented. Of course the men who are to receive 
sacred laws must first be cleansed just as physicians must first check a 
patient’s disease before they can by food build up his strength.°* The medi- 
cine may keep the disease from killing the man, but a state of health is 
dependent much more upon the building power of proper nourishment. So 
Moses led the people out where they would be free from taint and be im- 
pressed with the fact that the laws he was to give them were “the clearest 
oracles of God.”*® Then he gave them divine voyot kai Aoyot as their food® 
by means of which they might not only live but live well.** Philo loved the 
individual laws because they were full of gentleness and humanity, and 
taught men to be so. In the De Specialibus Legibus, as he takes up each 
law to explain it to the Gentile beginners, his enthusiasm never wanes. It 
was not only in composing the Torah as a whole, but in drawing up each 
law that Moses wrote with his eyes upon the moAtteta tij¢ peyadornd\ewc.® 

Philo was not content with thus praising the individual laws. He was very 
careful to obey them. In his great address to the Gentiles on the subject of 
the Legation to Rome Philo explained: 


All men are guardians of theiz own customs; but this is true of the Jewish race 
in a peculiar sense. For the Jews regard their laws as God-given oracles, they are 
trained in them as a discipline from early age, and they have the commandments 
impressed like images in their souls. Accordingly, as their minds are constantly 
confronted with a clear vision of their shapes and forms, they never cease admir- 
ing them. 


The keeping of the Law is here an essentially valuable thing ex opere 
operato. The same appears much more clearly in the two little companion 
writings, the De Benedictionibus and the De Exsecrationibus, writings 
which, I have elsewhere argued, are no part of the Exposition (Cohn 
printed them as parts of De Praemus et Poenis), but are addresses, or 
sien constitute an address in two parts, to Jews, possibly to Jewish farm- 

s.°° Here Philo talks as a revived Deuteronomist. 

Tn the De Benedictionibus his theme is that the évtoAal kal moootaypata 
of the Law should be in the Jew’s mouth, heart, and hands. The blessings of 
the Messianic Age, which he now describes, are the reward of “those who 
obey God, and who always and everywhere observe His commandments 
and who harmonize the commandments with each part of their lives” (§98). 
Happiness results from complete fulfilling of the Law, for happiness is the 
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truest wisdom and prudence, and wisdom means the service of God, pru- 
dence the proper regulation of human life (§81). The spoken command- 
ments are incomplete: only as they are translated by men into action in 
every phase of life does their beauty emerge from darkness into light (§82). 
In the Messianic Age no one “of those who have ordered themselves accord- 
ing to the Law” (té&v Kkoopoupévwy Toic vouoic) will die prematurely 
(§110). The man auabyc kai xvopoc has no share in reason or number, but 
the man who codperates with training and the sacred laws gets precisely 
that, which is fulness of days in quality and quantity (§§111f.). Such a 
man gets his reward also in the public recognition of his virtue, a goal that 
Philo here puts forth as entirely valid and commendable (§§112 f.). The man 
who tries to be virtuous, that’ is who sets the sacred laws before him as the 
guide of the speeches and actions of his life, will even be rewarded by good 
health (§§z19 f.). These, Philo concludes, are the evxat for the good men 
who fulfill the laws in their acts (touc voyouc Zpyoic emiteAotvtec) (§126). 
He then proceeds to discuss the curses of the Exvopiot kai @Beopor (§126). 
The treatise De Exsecrationibus is on exactly the same level. The curses 
are directed against “those who disregarded the sacred laws” (§138), “who 
leave the straight roads leading to truth” (§148), for “the men of noble 
descent who have adulterated the coinage of their birth” (§152), “who have 
despised the sacred laws of justice and piety and been seduced by polytheistic 
opinions” (§162). Philo suggests a symbolic meaning of some of the laws 
he specifically mentions. The recurring seven days and seven years of nature 
should teach men the true rest periods. Men should be aware of the deeper 
significance of such laws as those concerning salt, contracts, the altar of 
mercy, and the common hearth, for all were established through the number 
seven.°° The men Philo is denouncing have violated these laws, especially 
by being such greedy landlords that they have refused the Sabbath to men 
and the sabbatical year to the soil in their eagerness to get every penny. 
Such men will be destroyed. Here is a glimpse into a type of Hellenistic 
Judaism based upon a Deuteronomic conception of the Torah strange for 
Philo, though its existence in Egypt is to be inferred from the type of loyalty 
the Alexandrian Jews displayed under persecution. It is purely “normative” 
in its regarding obedience to the specific laws as an end in itself, the cause 
of all blessings, but whose neglect would bring the most hideous catastrophes. 
Philo is perfectly in sympathy with this attitude; he can preach it vigorously, 
though it will appear not fully to represent his own. But this much is clear. 
Much more as he may have seen in the Law than his audience, he could 
not have preached such a sermon without rank insincerity had he not him- 
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self believed that the Laws were in themselves good, and the observance of 
the specific commandments a literal obligation for the Jew. 

Such a conclusion is borne out when Philo is seen turning to another 
group of Alexandrian Jews who called themselves Allegorists. These men 
carried to its logical conclusion the notion that Scripture contains a deeper 
meaning than the literal, indeed that the true meaning can be found only 
by allegory. Having found the deeper meaning they went on to say that the 
literal meaning was useless and carried no obligation. How large an influ- 
ence this group had in their environment there is now no way of telling, 
though presumably, from the notorious strictness of Jews as they appeared 
to Romans, and the extreme loyalty they showed to their traditions at Alex- 
andria under Gaius, it would seem that the extreme Allegorists must have 
appealed to only a limited circle. Philo definitely belongs to the majority in 


rejecting their conclusions, however much allegory he may have taken from 
them. He says: 


There are some who, regarding laws in their literal sense in the light of sym- 
bols of spiritual matters, are overpunctilious about the latter, while treating the 
former with easy-going neglect. Such men I for my part should blame for han- 
dling the matter in too easy and off-hand a manner: they ought to have given 
careful attention to both aims, to a more full and exact investigation of what is 
not seen and to a blameless stewardship of what is seen. As it is, as though they 
were living alone by themselves in a wilderness, or as though they had become 
disembodied souls, and knew neither city nor village nor household nor any com- 
pany of human beings at all, overlooking all that the mass of men regard, they 
explore reality in its naked absoluteness. These men are taught by the sacred 
Word to be mindful of good repute, and to let go nothing that is part of the cus- 
toms fixed by divinely empowered men greater than those of our time. It is quite 
true that the Seventh Day is meant to teach the power of the Unoriginate and 
the non-action of created beings. But let us not for this reason abrogate the laws 
laid down for its observance, and light fires or till the ground or carry loads or 
institute proceedings in court or act as jurors or demand the restoration of de- 
posits or recover loans, or do all else that we are permitted to do as well on days 
that are not festival seasons. It is true also that the Feast is a symbol of gladness 
of soul and of thankfulness to God, but we should not for this reason turn our 
backs on the general gatherings of the year’s seasons. It is true that receiving 
circumcision does indeed portray the excision of pleasure and all passions, and 
the putting away of the impious conceit, under which the mind supposed that it 
was capable of begetting by its own power: but let us not on this account repeal 
the law laid down for circumcising. And further we shall be ignoring the sanctity 
of the Temple and a thousand other things, if we are going to pay heed to noth- 
ing except what is shown us by the inner meanings as resembling the soul. It 
follows that, exactly as we have to take thought for the body, because it is the 
abode of the soul, so we must pay heed to the letter of the laws. If we keep and 
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observe these, we shall gain a clearer conception of those things of which these 
are the symbols; and besides that we shall not incur the censure of the many and 
the charges they are sure to bring against us.® 


The figure that the literal law is the body, the spiritual significance of the 
Law is the soul leads Philo on from this to several further allegories (Leah, 
women’s service in the Tabernacle, the women’s fire kindled against Moab, 
the prayer of Isaac, the High Priest as Logos) and he concludes that there 
are three things required by the Torah, “the necessaries, the clothing, and 
the fellowship,”® which are the higher obligation of natural or divine law, 
the physical garment of the higher principle in the specific laws, and the 
careful study by which one may come to see that the lower law is a reflec- 
tion of the higher.’® That is, one must seek to grasp the higher Law while 
he fulfills the literal command and tries to understand the relation between 
the two, by which the act of obedience becomes in each case a symbol of 
some aspect of the higher Law. 

Philo is then undeviatingly loyal to the literal commands, and yet, for all 
his loyalty to the letter, his legal regularity was that of a symbolist. The 
sacramental or ritualistic symbolist has, as the real source of his ideas, not the 
rite itself, but a philosophy not necessarily, or usually, derived from the cult 
act. The appeal of the cult is in itself the appeal of emotional or aesthetic 
association rather than of idea, and the act is respected along with ideas 
essentially foreign to it because it is interpreted as a symbol of those ideas. 
The modern sacramental symbolist is often, though not always, quite as 
unaware as Philo that the symbolism which combines his two loyalties is a 
paradox. This is said not as a reflection on the symbolists, for no one can 
reproach the man whose solution of practical life can be analyzed as ulti- 
mately a paradox. To hold to an inspiring cultus while one’s mind is open to 
philosophical speculation is one of the most sensible of dualistic solutions of 
life. Nonsense appears only as one attempts, not to assert, but to work out in 
elaborate detail, their symbolic identity. Beneath Philo’s great mass of non- 
sense the patient student comes to perceive a fundamentally practical and 
sane, noi to say beautiful, spirit. 

Philo was a fastidious observer of the Law. Yet, except in the little address 
On Blessings and Curses, his legalism was not the legalism of “normative” 
Judaism. Apart from the controversy between Pharisees and Sadducees over 
the validity of the oral tradition, all that we know of normative Jewish piety, 
especially as that piety was immortalized for all classes in the great Psalter, 
indicates a sense of the ultimate and inherent value of obedience to the Law 

68. Mig., 89-94. Cf. Cont., 78 for this conception of the Law as an animal with body and 
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quite in itself. The difference between Philo in his three great commentaries 
and this type of legalism lies in an ultimate divergence as to the meaning 
and content of virtue. The normative point of view developed inevitably 
into rabbinism, which had primarily the legist’s, not the philosopher’s, ap- 
proach to law and life. Many philosophers of significance have enriched the 
stream of Jewish tradition, but their speculations have not been in the main 
current. That main current has from the beginning been channeled by the 
Jewish assumption that virtue was a matter of exactly, and sincerely, fulfill- 
ing the commands of God, and the Jew has always been proud of the privi- 
lege of doing so. By Jews the Law has chiefly been treated as lawyers treat 
law, with the written code as a precedent for application rather than as a 
principle of ethics in the philosopher’s sense. The Jew got his reward in the 
assurance that God was pleased with him for his obedience, and would 
mercifully help him back into the path if he had faltered but wanted sin- 
cerely to be reinstated as an obedient child. 

Philo in general betrays none of this attitude to the Law, because his ethi- 
cal motivation is primarily Greek. True he could deal with the prescriptions 
of the code which touched the legal field as we usually conceive it, the field 
of crimes, contracts, torts, and inheritance. But when Philo left the court, or 
was not addressing a popular audience, he left his lawyer’s approach to law 
behind, and became the ethical philosopher in the Greek sense. The validity 
of circumcision, of the food regulations, of the laws of purity, was based 
upon their being Law of God, to be sure, but, as has appeared in the fore- 
going quotation, also upon their symbolism for the life of true virtue in the 
Greek philosophic sense. When he talks of virtue the Jewish virtue of obedi- 
ence is never mentioned. In contrast with Jewish obed::nce, Greek ethical 
thought began with the life of reason, itself in a sense divine, as the force 
which should guide and rule the lower aspects of a man’s life. Not what a 
man did was so important as the equilibrium he was able to maintain, 
whereby mind was free from sensuous domination, and ready to escape to 
God or Nature. It was an ethic grown out of a mystical metaphysic. The 
typical religious Jew has always lived, as far as possible, guided by the clear 
light of the personal God’s specific: instructions. The religious and philo- 
sophical Greek lived in the dim radiation of cosmic rays which his reason 
tried to use as a light for life, or in the blinding light of ecstasy. In place of 
specific law the Greek had the great cardinal virtues and the ethical mean, 
to be achieved by self-control. In a word, while to the Jew God was the lov- 
ing Father and virtue a summation of acts, to the Greek God was a meta- 
physical entity and virtue a state of being. 

To expound Philo’s attitude toward ethics is outside the present investiga- 
tion. Here it can only be said that Philo’s attitude was that of the Greek. 
As such, however he might preach to the Jewish mob, or sincerely repudiate 
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as shocking the easy dismissal of literal obligation to which extreme Alle- 
gorists were led; however much he might spend his life in symbolic repre- 
sentation and fulfillment of the laws, to him a body of precepts demanding 
obedience was essentially opposed to the fundamental postulates of his ethical 
thought, or had only marginal significance. 

Mention has been made of the importance of the king in Hellenistic think- 
ing as a link between man and the cosmic or divine Law, and so as being 
the integrating force in society to make it into a state. The king himself 
was thus important because the Greeks could think of the legal structure of 
the state in no other terms than as a divine institution. The laws of the state 
might be made by enactment of the BouAn, but the Greek world was always 
keenly aware that a law was good according as it was a specific application 
of diky. So it was always subject to oracular veto. In common parlance the 
just man in the state was the man who obeyed the law, and he was just in 
the eyes of the gods who obeyed the laws of the gods. No one ever ques- 
tioned the fact that the law of the state was valid only as it expressed the 
will of the gods to men,” much as they might dispute the machinery by 
which laws were to be enacted. When the Sophists presented an astonished 
world with their thesis that voyoc and vuoic, far from being complementary 
terms, were sharply opposed to each other, the inevitable consequence was 
to take men’s interest away not from guoic but voyoc. For without the 
sanction of pvUoIc, voyoc became automatically worthless. Law was valuable 
to a Greek, whether he was always fully conscious of it or not, according as 
it explained to him $votc, or the will of the gods, and he was really self- 
deceived in supposing that dikatoouvy was essentially the quality of being 
voulioc with reference to laws of the state; more deeply still the Greeks were 
thinking of dixatoouvy as lying in a man’s conformity to nature, long before 
the Stoics crystallized the phrase.” This was a constant assumption in the 
tragedies. The letter of our civil codes we respect: to obey it is diky. Yet 
here is a situation, as in the Antigone, for example, where man must recog- 
nize a higher Siky or voyoc directly at variance with the law of the king 
or state. To do the higher diky involves the tragic clash with human vopoc. 
The basic protest was against the fact that the letter did not, as it should, 
represent Siky or the higher Law. 

On this ground the tradition arose of which Hirzel™ has given the classic 
exposition, the tradition that the written law is as such inferior to the un- 


71. This is in spite of such practical definitions as the one of Demosthenes, that law is 
ovvinxn xowvy of the city. The passage prefaces this by stating that law is a gift of the gods, 
Contra Aristog., 1, 15, 16; Xenoph., Memorab., I, i, 42. 

72. The argument of the Sophists as to the contrast of vouog and Sixaroovvy with pious 
is quite unintelligible if it was not made in opposition to a proverbial connecting of the two. 

73. R. Hirzel, ““Ayoagosg Nouos,” in Abhandlungen der sachsischen Gesellschaft, Philol.- 
Hist. Classe, XX. 


THE ToraH 87 


written law. The unwritten law might be regarded as the unformulated 
custom of the city, or it might be identified with the voyoc tic puUCEWG, or 
it might be both at the same time. But in any case the letter of the law, 
although it should be strictly enforced, must be checked by éemietkeia, an 
appeal from the letter to a broader and more vital diky, if vopoc is to func- 
tion as a vehicle of Sixatoouwvy rather than of injustice. The feeling of the 
inadequacy of written law as a guide to true Sixaioouvy increased with the 
decline of the classic states and their submergence under Hellenistic mon- 
archies. The Cynics flouted the laws of the state altogether: the Stoics toler- 
ated them while they looked for a higher regimentation in Natural Law. 

It would have been natural, in view of the general trend, for Platonists 
and Pythagoreans to have developed a theory that the written law was only 
a reflection or image of the Idea-Law, and to have tended like the rest to 
regard the written law as valuable only for those lower natures which could 
not rise to, and be guided by, the ideal. Our information is so slight about 
Platonism in Philo’s day that there is little significance in the fact that noth- 
ing of the sort, to my knowledge, is at hand. But we do know that later 
Platonism was expressing itself in exactly this form. To Proclus the VoUol 
ayeadot in the usual sense of their meaning were inadequate. For the Greeks 
thought of them usually as being ta 20n; but customs, says Proclus, though 
they are Gypada, are still vouiua rather than voyot. Oi GAnBeic vouior need 
no writing, but abide within the souls of those who live according to them, 
and who are therefore vouoi 2uuxol, in contrast with animals who obey 
‘vouor @uoikol, and with ordinary men who obey vdpot moArtikol. At this 
point there is a break in the manuscript which goes on with what is obvi- 
ously a discussion of the vouioi dAnfeic, or the Cosmic Law which lies be- 
hind them. The passage is so much closer to Philo than the Stoic material 
that is ordinarily adduced in parallel, and Proclus is in general so little read, 


that I quote the following: 


In the case of the [divine and heavenly] elements Law is seen to be eternally 
[present] in the same things and unchangeably aligned according to a single 
[logos]; among men it rules according to the appointed seasons; among animals 
it fulfills the way of life that is natural for each. So then this Law must be re- 
garded as divine,’ the link between the necessary laws’ which the Creator of the 


74. Bedc without the article. 

75. This God who is ovvoyevs TMV eiwaguévwv vouwV is probably the same as Julian’s 
Gallus who is the primal dampness, “not itself material, but the last immaterial cause which 
precedes matter. It [or he] is 6 voegdc Dedc, the ovvoxevs of the material and sublunar forms, 
united with the cause that is ordained for matter, yet not united in the sense that one thing 
is united with another, but like a thing that is gathered into itself’ (Julian, Vv; 165D). Aitia 
is here VOHOS, and what Julian is doing is to see a law inherent in material nature which is 
subsumed in a spiritual Law. The law inherent in matter is the “necessary laws” of Proclus. 
Both are attempts to combine Stoic Natural Law with a Platonic ultimate immaterial world 
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Timaeus (41e) wrote into souls, and the laws which extend into every polity of 
the universe. . . . On account of this God let us be bold and say that a great 
destiny allotted in the world underlies the force of customs everywhere, and that 
many things come to pass according to it even in our own souls. And just as the 
true laws are images of the cosmic laws, although some laws go amiss and others 
being only rough sketches are a sharp remove from the originals (anomtooEtc 
€xElvwv), so the customs in our lives are some of them likenesses of those in the 
universe (€otx0ta toig tHv dAwv), while others are only copies (eidwAa) of 
them. But there is an undeviating force which sways our destinies and the honors 
and dishonors of the universe.”® 


The meaning of the passage is on the whole clear. To any Neo-Platonist the 
fact that human law, even in its best form, was but an image of a spiritual 
reality would have meant zpso facto that the earthly written law was inferior 
to the spiritual Law, and that the man of spiritual ambition must rise above 
the codes and traditions of men to the true Law. It was good Platonism to 
contrast “reality” with its inferior imitation in nouns and verbs, for that 
had been precisely the ground for Plato’s rejection of the poets.’ The fact 
that this conception is found in Proclus in connection with the conception 
of vouot Eupyuxor in whom abide oi dAnGeic voyot makes it apparent that 
Proclus is throughout drawing upon the tradition that lay behind Philo’s 
thinking. For that Proclus is giving here an idea originated by Philo cannot 
seriously be suggested. There must then have been a familiar notion on 
which Philo was drawing which discussed the written law as a Platonic 
image of the true law of God and nature, with the implication that as an 
image the written law was inferior to the heavenly or ideal law, however 
accurate an image it might or might not be. When Philo insists that the 
Torah is an image of this higher law he is using a double edged sword. If 
the Jewish law is an accurate copy of the divine Law it is of course superior 
to the laws of Gentile peoples, which, in Proclus’ terms, are only rough 
sketches of heavenly law if they do not miss it altogether. But at the same 
time Philo is indicating that the written law, even the Torah, is inadequate 
for a spiritually minded man, who would aspire, like Proclus, to become a 
vouoc éuuxoc, not by obeying copies, but by getting oi dAnOeic voyor to 
abide within his soul. 

Was Philo himself aware that his very praise of the Torah was in terms 
which indicated its inadequacy? Philo’s own description of the Torah in 
this sense must be examined before the question can be answered. 


and Law above matter. Philo shows (Spec., ii, 124) that he knew this term, or its equivalent 
when he says that it is a “law of necessity” that no mortal or earth-born thing can become 
immortal. That is, it is a condition and limitation of the mortal and material world, a fact 
which not even God the Creator and His Law can contravene. 

76. Proclus, In Rem Publicam, ed. Kroll, I, 307, ll. 15 ff. 
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One of the most interesting statements in this connection is the following: 


Moses thought that it was beneath the dignity of the Torah to make the found- 
ing of a city actually built by hands the point of departure for his writing; he 
looked up with the most accurate eyes of the mind to the magnitude and beauty 
of the universal legislation, and considered it too immense and divine for any 
earthly limitation. So he began with the creation of the Megalopolis, considering 


that the Torah was to be a superlatively accurate image (etxwv) of the polity of 
the universe.”® 


To this Platonic description Philo goes on to add that each individual law, 
in Pythagorean expression, is “directed toward the attunement of the uni- 
verse,” or “sings on pitch with the Logos of eternal nature.””° 

Again he says that the laws of Moses are “the finest of all laws, truly 
divine. . . . They are stamped with the seal of nature herself.”*° In calling 
them we adyPeiuc Seiot vouot Philo would seem to be identifying them with 
ot adnGeic vouol, collectively 8edc, described later by Proclus. But his class- 
ing them afterwards as the product of the seal of nature, one of his favorite 
metaphors for Platonic imitation, shows that such was not in his mind. They 
are such excellent imitations that they are divine, but are not themselves the 
vouioc-Adyoc-Bedc. Indeed Moses, like the other Patriarchs, but to a degree 
that completely surpassed the rest, was himself the incarnation of the divine 
virtues, a vouoc Eypuxoc, and the virtues which, by being in him, made him 
vouioc Eupuxoc were obviously oi dAnPeic vouor of Proclus. The legislation 
of Moses was but the projection of ametkovioyata kal ulyypata of these vir- 
tues or laws, which, as patterns for the legislation, he bore about like images 
in his soul.** God Himself is in another passage the mapadetyya apxétumov 
of the laws, the conceptual sun behind the visible sun, giving forth from the 
invisible source beams that are visible.** The distinction is succinctly stated 
in the following: 


Atxatmpata are different from vouiwa. For the former exist by nature, the latter 
by imposition. For what exists by nature is older than what exists by imposition, 
so justice (10 Stxatov) is older than law (vopoc).** 


Philo must have had the Jewish Law in mind as he wrote this. Beyond the 
véula or vouol, even of the Jews, was the eternal and natural dixaiov to 
which they should aspire. 

In spite of all the machinery he describes by which Moses prophesies the 
laws, Philo seems fundamentally to have considered the code to be but an 


78. Mos., ii, 51. 79. Ib., 52. 

80. Ib., 12, 14. 81. Ib., 4-11. 
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imitation of the true laws incarnate in the Patriarchs.8* The law that is in 
them is the aypadoc vouoc,® and by virtue of this they are themselves vdpot 
ayeagou.** This contrast between the unwritten laws and the written Philo 
freely applies to the written Torah, and no Greek-speaking person could 
have missed the fact that Philo had a model of Law that stood much higher 
in his esteem than the Mosaic Code itself. In describing the Code as an 
image or copy of this higher Law, Philo could not have been unconscious of 
the fact that, by his own philosophy, every copy belies the original in the 
very deceit of its resemblance.** He could ultimately have been no more 
content than Proclus with copy-law, even if that copy were the Torah. 

As a matter of fact he was not. It is one thing to recognize that an apolo- 
gist has defended the value of some aspect of an institution to which he is in 
general loyal, and indeed that he is conscientious about observing its forms, 
and quite another to suppose that that aspect is really the source of his loyalty. 
The history of the Church is full of men, many of them mystics, for exam- 
ple, who are loyal defenders and obedient servants of an ecclesiastical organi- 
zation or cultus which at bottom had only a symbolic, if not an essentially 
quite extraneous, relation to their real religious life. Philo had no more 
sympathy with the Allegorists in their abandoning of the literal Law than 
Erasmus with the Lutheran abandonment of the Church. And yet his spirit- 
ual aspirations are as little to be explained by the literal Law as Erasmus’ 
piety by Church organization or scholastic theology. The very passage that 
has been quoted,”* where Philo so sharply rejects the Allegorists’ abandonment 
of the letter of the law for its deeper meaning, shows that Philo was quite 
at one with them as to the real purport of the Law. The letter is only the 
body; it is the inner meaning that is the soul. Keeping the letter is valuable 
chiefly for its giving the man who observes the Law a good reputation 
among his compatriots, and because the observance itself helps one better to 
understand the symbols (oupBoda).*° The purest and most keen eyed class 
of men, those distinguished by cogia rather than discipline (Goxyoic), pierce 
through beyond any impartation of knowledge in the form of nouns and 
verbs to the words of God that are seen as light is seen.°? The man who is 
equipped to be his own guide by the fact that reason has conquered sense, 
and by the fact that he has become one of those who “see” God, or in other 
words the vouoc éupuxoc of Philo and Proclus, acts first and then listens. 


84. Abr., 3-6. On this see more fully the following chapter. 

85. Ib., 16. 

86. Ib.; 275 £.; Decal., 1; Virt., 194. Philo knew the “customs” of a city as their vomot 
G&yeaqot, but while he regards them as superior to the codes (Spec., iv, 149 f.) they have for 
him as little ultimate value as the various civil codes (Heres, 295). 
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That is, he acts according to his inner light and uses the Law (the divine 
words and sacred admonitions) which he “hears” only as a check.” 

As one goes up in the mystic flight, he learns that the written laws are 
not for him. Isaac, who we shall see symbolized to Philo one of the highest 
of the mystic types, is described at the height of his initiation: he has walked 
out in the twilight to be with God, leaving behind his human qualities and 
becomes possessed by God; at this time he learns and teaches us 


that the sacred books of the Lord are not monuments of learning or of what is 
to be seen, but are the divine command, the divine Logos, which admonishes the 
negligent, and which is nigh at hand, though as if it were not there. But it 
speaks without the projection of words, and talks to any one without uttered 
sound, not at all withdrawing from those who speak with it or from intimate 
disciples, but on the contrary bringing them boldness with incorporeal realities. 
and an imparting of discourse about the intelligibles contained within itself. 


The interesting point for our purpose in this, a part of a long description of 
Isaac’s having the vision of the true Virtue, is the fact that Philo has gone 
out of his way to state that the lesson of the matter is that the holy books of 
the Lord are not things which can be studied or seen, that is, are not the 
written books, but are the Logos with whom the true mystic has immediate 
contact. 

Pointing in the same direction, and intelligible when read in view of the 
same mystic abandonment of the written Torah for immediate experience 
of God, or for initiation into the Mystery by Moses the hierophant, is a 
passage”* which follows a long discussion of the Powers of God. For the 
ordinary wicked man, Philo explains, such a person as Moses is God, who 
in this capacity is made equivalent to the lower Ruling Power of God. The 
man who is advancing from wickedness to virtue has the higher Power, the 
Benefiting (elsewhere the Creative) Power, and the man who is fully ad- 
vanced has the Ruling and Benefiting Powers both together, that is, we 
understand, the Logos in whom both meet, as his God. Such a person has 
become the “man of God,” by virtue of which achievement, it would appear, 
Moses could be God to the wicked, for Philo®* describes Moses as an 
avtidoaic Selac mpovoiac. How is one then to achieve such an exalted posi- 
tion? “If you want to have God as the lot of your mind,” Philo answers, “you 
must first make yourself into a lot worthy of him. And you would become 
so if you would run away from all hand made and voluntary laws.” From 
this Philo returns ‘immediately to elaborating what he has said about the 
two Powers of God. 

g1. Conf., 55-59, espec. 59. 
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But the odd digression in the passage stands. The man who is going to 
achieve this exaltation is one who must run away from hand made laws. 
It would be a complete break in the sense to see, with Pantasopulos,’* the 
passage as a rejection of civil law for Jewish Law. What Philo is rejecting 
is the very idea that a written law, even the written law of the Jews them- 
selves, could be a possible help in the higher reaches, at least, of this mystica! 
ascent. We can understand the little digression only if we regard Philo as 
stopping in the middle of his description of the spiritual rise through the 
Powers to God in order to remind the reader that this sort of spirituality 
has nothing to do with worship through obedience to any written law, and 
requires its abandonment. The Law might well be kept as a series of observ- 
ances, but not with the idea that observance in itself could lead to God. In 
that sense one must run from the laws. Such a parenthetical remark would 
be quite in point, if, as we are coming to see, Philo really felt that the written 
Code was not an objective basis for the higher Mystery, and had definitely 
to be transcended for the true experience of God. 

The remark is actually a reminder of the great passage in the preceding 
treatise of the Allegory where Philo has described this “running away” from 
the Law of statutes to the Powers and the Logos. For that passage and for a 
final judgment on Philo’s attitude toward the precepts of the Code we must 
wait until we have gone on to study the Higher Mystery itself. So far there 
has appeared ample ground for suspecting that Philo might well have re- 
vered the Code, and obeyed it, while it had nothing, as statutory law, to 
offer his higher spiritual life. True the Jewish laws are 


the clearest image of the polity of the cosmos. At least if any one is willing to 
examine the powers of the specific laws he will find them aiming at the attune- 
ment of the universe and pitched in harmony with the Logos of eternal nature.*® 


But the whole objective of Philo’s life was to get beyond all material 
images, beyond the material cosmos itself, and come through to the spiritual 
originals, at last to the Logos or God as the ultimate spiritual original, of 
all things. So there is no reason to think that highly as he praises the Jewish 
Law he did not include even its statutes when he wrote: 


When the prudence of the acute and seeing Nature enters the soul as though 
it were coming into a country all the racial laws that are in it grow insanely angry 
and withdraw from worthy thinking, since bad things cannot live and stand 


along with good things.*’ 
Only in comparison with “acute and seeing Nature” could Philo have 
95. Pantasopulos, E. A., Die Lehre vom natirlichen und positiven Rechte bei Philo Judaeus, 
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called any great body of racial laws “bad.” But in contrast with the higher 
reality, even the Jewish Code could become an impediment, a thing to be 
run away from, and bad. 

Philo, it seems to me, is quite aware of the fact that he is thus discounting 
the value of Jewish laws, but expresses his inner feeling only casually be- 
cause of his fear of the “Allegorists’” position which had abandoned the 
Code altogether. This Philo did not at all want to be understood as recom- 
mending. He was perfectly sincere in praising Moses for eulogizing the 
careful legalism of the Levites, and in saying that o aoteioc was always the 
guardian of the words and covenant of God (kai Aoywv kal diabykne Seot 
pudaé).°® “Abraham did all my law,”® is discussed. Law, he admits, is a 
matter of the divine Logos enjoining and prohibiting specific conduct. “Do- 
ing the Law” is then for the Sophos “doing the Logos,” that is following 
God, which is all an allegory to show that the soul should comply with 
divine teaching, whose point is the honoring of God.” That is, at just the 
place where a legalist would have found opportunity to stress the value of 
obedience to the Mosaic Code Philo makes the passage really a praise of 
obedience to what we might call the “inner light.” The traditions of the 
noble deeds of the past given by histories and poets are well enough for 
beginners, he says in another connection, but that, as well as all other 
knowledge we get through the ears, is banished when the “sudden beam of 
self-taught wisdom” shines in upon the eye of the soul. “Words” are then of 
no significance. Philo would not be misunderstood. We must not neglect 
this traditional wisdom the fathers have handed down to us, he goes on to 
explain. But it is swept away by the higher wisdom. “God’s pupil” (goitntn<, 
Yvwpioc, uaOytyc) has no need of expositions that mortals have given.*”* 

The Torah was then actually to Philo a source of instruction in specific 
conduct, an inspired formulation of God’s purposes for the beginner, and 
for the vast majority of men who never get beyond the beginner’s stage. 
It was binding upon the man of higher experience in so far as he had still 
to live among his fellows. But it was no longer as statute Philo’s norm and 
objective. The value of the Torah for the man of higher experience was in 
its revelation of the experiences of the Patriarchs in becoming voyot Eupuxol, 
an understanding of which could be achieved only by allegorizing the actual 
words. The aspiration of Philo centered in the hope of reproducing their 
experiences of God in his own life. The great value of the Torah was, then, 
that it gave an exposition of the nature of God and of the mystic way to 
Him. That is, the Torah was essentially to him what he so often liked to call 
it, the tepoc¢ Aoyoc of the Mystery. He still dedicated his life to the Law 
revealed by Moses, but to him that Law was the unwritten Logos of God. 


98. Det., 68. 99. Gen. xxvi, 5. 
100. Mig., 130 f. 101. Sac., 78 f. 
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A better summary of Philo’s attitude toward the Law could not be found 
than the following statement of Eusebius: 


The whole Jewish nation is divided into two sections. While the Lawgiver meant 
to lead the multitude on gently by the precepts of the Laws as enjoined according 
to the literal sense, the other class, consisting of those who had acquired a habit 
of virtue, he meant to exempt from this sense, and required them to give attention 
to a philosophy of a diviner kind, too highly exalted for the multitude, and ‘to 


contemplation of the things signified in the meaning of the Laws.’ 


So Philo could at once be a loyal Jew and at the same time abandon the 
very foundations of what Professor Moore taught us to call “normative 
Judaism.” There is no reason to think that Philo was alone in doing so. His 
writings were designed to show to Jews already sympathetic with this pro- 
cedure or to Gentiles looking for mystic ultimates, the true purport of the 
Torah, its mystic teaching. We can now follow him into the Mystery which 
he found there. 


102. Praep. Evang., VII, x (378b,c). Eusebius goes on to identify the second class with the 
“Jewish philosophers” as described by Philo in his account of the Essenes. But Philo shows that 
Eusebius’ distinction had wider implications. 


CHAPTER IV 
THE MYSTERY OF AARON 


To Philo, we have seen, the revelation of God, and the Way to God, fell into 
two stages, stages metaphysically connected, but so different from each other 
that they can almost be called contrasting. There was the Way of the un- 
written Law and Logos, or of Sophia, a Way that was characterized by its 
utter lack of contact or association with material existence. And there was the 
Way represented by those Powers that could be projected into, and repre- 
sented in, the material world, the Way, we have seen thus far, of the written 
Law. It has already appeared that the second Way was one which Philo 
found very inferior to the first. Yet the secondary Way was not necessarily 
closed, in the sense that it prohibited those who took it from ever reaching 
the higher Way. True the mass of Jews lived their lives throughout on the 
basis and in the light of the written Laws, and it was hopeless to expect more 
of them. The “Allegorists” regarded the lower road as a blind alley, one that 
had to be abandoned if one hoped for the truth. But Philo saw in the life of 
the letter, as it may be called, that is the life guided by those glimmerings of 
Reality reflected in material media in general, a life which, when properly 
developed, had great, though not the greatest, possibilities. The highest func- 
tion of the lower Way was that it might become an introduction to the 
higher Way, for as man traversed it he might come to recognize the distinc- 
tion between the illumined material and the illumination itself, and so have 
suggested to him the possibility of living by the immaterial illumination. 

Such a contrast was often expressed in Philo’s environment by two suc- 
cessive initiations within a single Mystery. So it is interesting that in several 
passages Philo speaks of a “Lesser” Mystery in contrast with a “Greater.” He 
points out that initiation under Moses is initiation into the “Greater Mys- 
teries.”* He speaks of the fact that those who were initiated into the Lesser 
Mysteries before the Greater had with the help of Reason, the softener, 
worked up the wild passions as one does in preparing food. The method for 
doing this was revealed through inspiration.” The point of contrast between 
the Lower and Higher Mystery is that the person on the lower stage cannot 
approach God (to dv) without the aid of something that goes out from 
Him, that is through His creative or ruling activity.* This appears to mean 
that the Lesser Mystery was an apprehension of the Powers, or of a Power, 
of God rather than an apprehension of pure Being, which lower apprehen- 
sion will also appear a regular stage of mystical experience. 


1. Cher., 49. 2. Sac., 62. 
3. Abr., 122. 
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These few references to the Lower and Higher Mystery would seem to 
indicate that while the Higher was a definite experience, the term “Lower” 
could be used for several lower stages. But they suggest even more definitely 
that Philo thought of the Lower and Higher Mystery as an acceptable figure, 
at least, to express his own thought of the two ways of approach to God. 

Actually there are two distinct stages of the Mystery in his teachings, 
sharply contrasted with each other as the Lower and the Higher, though not 
usually by that name. For general convenience we may distinguish them as 
the Mystery of Aaron and the Mystery of Moses. The Mystery of Aaron got 
its symbolism from the great Jerusalem cultus, the temple and the priest- 
hood, and was a worship of God from the point of view of the material 
world. The Mystery of Moses abandoned the material world and led the 
worshipper above all material association; he died to the flesh, and in be- 
coming reclothed in a spiritual body moved progressively upwards through 
the Koopoc vontoc, the Powers, and at last ideally to God Himself, being 
identified at each stage with the spiritual existence of that stage. The objec- 
tive symbolism of the Higher Mystery was the holy of holies with the ark, a 
level of spiritual experience which was no normal part of even the high- 
priesthood. Only once a year could the high-priest enter there, and then only 
when stripped of his distinguishing robes, clad in simple white, and when so 
blinded by incense that he could see nothing of the sacred objects within. 
The Mystery of Aaron was restricted to the symbolism of the Aaronic high- 
priest, and hence was the worship of a deity or spiritual realm whose exist- 
ence the high-priest recognized but could not share. In a striking passage 
Philo contrasts this type of priest with Moses, who put off his physical nature 
and went into the darkness naked, and so had communion in a constant way 
with the Monad, as a result of which he became the true initiate (uvotyc), 
hierophant of the rites (tepopavtnc dpyiwv), and teacher of divine things 
(diSackahoc Getwv).* 

The significance of this contrast between the two types of Mystery will 
appear more distinctly as we go on. The concern of the present chapter is 
with the Mystery of Aaron. 

The Mystery of Aaron is presented three times by Philo more or less in 
extenso. He describes it in the De Vita Mosts, his primer for proselytes. He 
goes over the ground again in the Exposition, but not so thoroughly, since 
he throughout assumes that the reader, still a Gentile inquirer into Judaism, 
will already have read the primer; yet he adds many new details of interest. 
Again in the Quaestiones in Exodum he reviews the subject, this time for 
Jews of the inner group. In all three accounts the fundamental idea is quite 
the same. As the symbol of the Immaterial World, of the Light-Stream, was 
the secret ark of the covenant, the symbolism for the Lower Mystery was 


4. Gig., 52-55. Cf. Pascher, Kénigsweg, pp. 168 ff. 
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based upon the parts of the tabernacle and the functions of the high-priest 
visible to the ordinary worshipper, or, at least, to che priesthood. 

In discussing Philo’s symbolism it will be well to follow each of the three 
accounts separately, and to take the details in the order in which they as 
objects would have been observed by one coming into the sacred precincts 
and advancing to the sanctuary. The description of the tabernacle in Exodus 
is the basis of Philo’s remarks rather than the temple of Herod. The sacred 
precincts were the enclosed outer court, walled off but not covered, within 
which stood the tabernacle with twe chambers, the inner court and the holy 
of holies. In the outer court stood the altar of sacrifice and the laver of puri- 
fication. As the interpretation runs in the first passage,” the outer court with 
its laver of purification and altar of sacrifice represents the preliminary re- 
quirements for entering the Mystery. In the account we are considering the 
laver is not mentioned, but the altar symbolizes the proper intention of the 
man who approaches to sacrifice (n mpoaipecic Tol mpoopepovtoc), since 
the spirit in which a man offers his sacrifice determines its validity.° The 
altar is his evoeBeta, the first requirement of mystical advance. That is, the 
whole subsequent experience is possible only for one who begins with a de- 
vout frame of mind. 

The candidate for further progress looks, as he stands reverently in the 
outer court, toward the tabernacle which shows him only its general shape 
and proportions, and five outer pillars. The five outer pillars are, of course, 
the five senses, and very fittingly for Philo’s purpose, since the senses are, he 
explains, the means of connection between the mind and the outer world of 
matter. For the tabernacle is going to be found to represent the whole gamut 
of human perception from ta aioOyta to ta voyta, and the proper place of 
beginning is with the senses, facing outward but connected with what is 
within. The proportion of the tabernacle is elaborately described in terms of 
the number of “pillars,” fifty-five, including the five outer ones, the Pythago- 
rean symbol of the perfection of the decade,’ or fifty without them, symbol 
of the right-angled triangle, creative beginnings.* 

As one enters the inner court he observes its walls and roof made up, or 
covered, as they are by great curtains embroidered in bright colors. On the 
floor of the chamber stand three objects, the altar of incense, the seven- 
branched candlestick, and the table, bearing, in this passage, bread and salt, 
in another the twelve loaves. The curtains, made of linen, and embroidered 
with the three colors hyacinth, purple, and scarlet, represent, by the linen 
and the three colors together, the four elements.® The three objects on the 
floor are also each symbolic. In the center is the altar of incense, symboi of 


5. Mos., it, 71-135. 6. Ib., 94, 106 ff. 
7. Ib., 78 £. See Badt’s note ad loc. in Philos Werke. 
8. Ib., 80. See Badt’s note here also. 9. Ib., 88. 
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the gratitude (evxaptotia) of earth and water’ or of all the things of the 
earth." The seven-branched candlestick is on the south, representing the 
heavens” by specifically representing the sun, moon, and five planets, with 
the sun at the center.** The table, on which Philo says was bread and salt, 
stands at the north, symbolizing the nourishing and fertilizing power of the 
north wind,** by which we may fairly see the projection of the Aoyoc onep- 
Hatikoc, or mveUpa Sol, into the material world.*® The symbolism does 
not appear at first glance. The inner court as a whole represents the first 
stage of spiritual progress, the stage where the material world as a whole 
was experienced. The details stand for the four elements, the altar of incense 
for earth and water, the table and its burden for air, and the candlestick for 
the heavenly fire, the source of light. The curtains are also the four ele- 
ments. All of these are represented, however, as being in a mystical state. 
The two lower elements are rising in prayer and worship. The air is the 
mveUya which feeds and nourishes the soul, and the heavenly fire appears 
at once as the great system of order of the planets and as the source of light, 
the symbol of the mystical higher light. An experience of the cosmos, then, 
would involve an apprehension of the world as it is in adoration of its 
Creator and as a symbol of the great spiritual forces. It was on this stage 
that the priesthood of Aaron ordinarily moved, since the holy of holies be- 
yond was closed to it. 

The holy of holies itself contained the ark, which Philo here explains as a 
symbol of God and the Powers in the way described above.** He tells us that 
another symbolic interpretation was in his day also current (tivéc gaotv)," 
namely that the cherubim of the ark represent the two hemispheres. But 
Philo does not think this the best explanation. It is notable that Clemens 
Alexandrinus, who has reproduced the description of the tabernacle as here 
presented detail by detail, stops at describing the ark in terms of the Powers. 
He says: “The things recorded in connection with the holy ark symbolize 
the details of that koopoc vontoc which is concealed and hidden away from 
the multitude.’?® So instead of reproducing this allegory Clement goes on 
to the other interpretation which Philo suggested but with additions. For he 
says that some interpret the cherubim as the two Bears, others as the two 
hemispheres, and notes that the wings, apparently six for each after the order 
of Ezekiel’s seraphim, made together the zodiac. Clement has “loaves” on 
the table, not bread and salt. It would look as though Clement were draw- 


10. Mos., ii, 101. 11. Ib., 105. 
12. Ib., 105. 13. Ib., 102 ff. 
14. Ib., 104. 


15. The idea is clearly that the north wind was the rain bearer, and so a symbol of heavenly 
nourishment and fertilization. 

16. Mos., ii, 99. See Chap. I. 17. Ib., 98. 

18. Strom., v, 6 (Stahlin, vol. II, p. 349, ll. 18 f.). 
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ing from another Hellenistic account of the Mystery of Aaron, one which 
Philo also knew, rather than upon Philo himself. 

Josephus too, -vhile he interprets the symbolism of the curtain and the 
candlesticks quite in the same way, and comes out with the same fundamen- 
tal conception of the temple symbolism as a whole, differs from Philo on too 
many details to have taken his material from Philo. The three courts or 
chambers of the temple represent to him earth, sea, and oupavoc. Instead of 
bread and salt upon the table were twelve loaves, symbolic of the zodiac. 
The altar of incense had thirteen kinds of spices, furnished by sea, earth, 
and air, and symbolized the offering of the elements to God: this is ulti- 
mately like Philo, but with quite a different treatment of detail.” 

It would seem that there was considerable variety in the way in which 
Jews made the objects in the temple represent the mystic rise from material 
confusion, through the cosmos as philosophically and mystically interpreted, 
to the Koopoc vontoc and God. But the very variety of detail is essentially 
important to us precisely because so strong a unity of purpose carries on 
through the variety, and hence suggests a single and a considerable move- 
ment with wide divergences. All alike see the chamber as a symbol of the 
worship of immaterial Reality by the material elements. The chamber repre- 
sents the worship of God by the cosmos. It will be increasingly clear that the 
Mystery of Aaron brings the worshipper to share in this great cosmic praise 
and worship of God. 

The significance of the priesthood which ministers in the cosmic temple 
Philo explains by pointing out the symbolism of the priestly robes. Immedi- 
ately after his explanation of the temple in De Vita Mosis, Philo goes on to 
tell of the priestly dress. First he describes the dress,”° then he gives the sym- 
bolism. *" ‘The regalia as a whole, he says, is “a likeness and imitation of the 
cosmos, its details are likenesses and imitations of the details of the cosmos.” 

his is quite what was to be expected after the symbolism of the temple. 

The robe Aaron wears represents the four elements. It is of hyacinth color 
to typify air, for air is naturally black.”* This hyacinth robe stretches from 
the shoulders, where, as will appear, are the heavenly symbols, to the feet. 
There, at the ankles, is a border of promegranate-shaped tassels, flowers, and 
bells.** The flowers represent earth, the tassels water, and the bells typify the 
attunement of these two. These all appear on the tunic which represents the 
sublunar sphere and its elements. The mantle over the shoulders represents 
heaven, that is the outer circle of the universe, for several reasons. First, on 


19. Aniiq., III, 179-183; BJ, V, 207-221. 20. Mos., 11, 109-116. 

21. Ib., 117-135. 22. Ib., 117. 

23. Philo repeatedly says this: Mos., 11, 88; Opif., 29. See the note in Philos Werke to this 
later passage. 

24. On the difficulty of harmonizing this with the Hebrew text, see the note in Philos Werke 
to Mos., 11, I19. 
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either shoulder the priest wears a large emerald.** Some propose to explain 
the emeralds as the sun and moon (and this is the school Josephus follows 
at this point”*), but Philo thinks a better explanation is that they represent 
the two celestial hemispheres, for they are equal and unchanging in a way 
the sun and moon are not. In accordance with this interpretation it was 
inevitable that six names should be engraved on each stone, representing the 
six signs of the zodiac proper to each hemisphere. The zodiac appears in 
more detail on the priest’s breastplate. The breastplate has four rows of 
three stones each, making together the twelve signs of the zodiac, but prop- 
erly divided into four rows to stand for the four seasons of the year into 
which the whole circle of the zodiac is divided.?” As a whole this breast- 
plate, called in the Septuagint the Aoyeiov, represents that permanent, fixed, 
and truly divine A¢oyoc (ratio) which appears in the realm of numbers. This 
hoyoc is the ratio of numbers, but is also the governing rule by which the 
changes of seasons occur. That is, we conclude, it is the Natural Law of the 
heavenly world which the breastplate represents as a whole. The different 
signs or animals of the zodiac are further symbolized by the different color 
of each stone, since the different color of each sign is a matter of cosmic 
significance.”* 

The breastplate has further important significance, but here we approach 
the most difficult element of the interpretation. For Philo says: 


The breastplate is double not without reason; for both in the universe and in 
man the Logos is double. In the universe, then, there is one Logos which has to 
do with the immaterial and prototypal forms, from which the xdopog vontos is 
made, and also the Logos which has to do with visible things which are imita- 
tions and likenesses of those forms, of which the sensible [world] is constituted. 
In man there are respectively the Adyocg évdw_etocg and the Adyoc mEomoetxdc, 
the one of which is in a sense the source, the other the stream flowing from it. 
The location of the former is in 16 Hryewovixdv, but the seat of the uttered Joyo 
is the tongue, mouth, and all the other organs of speech.?° 


Philo would seem here to be definitely projecting a Aéyoc evdia0etoc and 
moomopikoc from the human to the divine realm.*° It is true that he does not 
say that there is a divine Adyoc mpopopikdc and évdiafetoc to correspond 
to the double human logos, but certainly such a meaning is implied. There 
has been much discussion over why Philo did not make the comparison ex- 
plicit, and set up a double divine Logos to correspond to the double human 


25. There is some dispute as to whether the gem called opdeaydoc by the ancients was 
actually what we call the emerald. See Liddell and Scott, ad verb. 

26. Antiq., Ill, 185. 27. Mos., ii, 124 f. 

28. Ib., 126. 29. Ib., 127. 

30. A reference to Heinze’s still classic Die Lehre vom Logos, 140 ff. is sufficient for this 
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logos, as was done by later Christian writers, since he seems to suggest it. - 
Gfrorer*’ and Heinze,** from different reasons, think that the implication is 
quite sufficient that Philo did think of the double Logos, and that it is a 
matter of chance and of no importance that he did not make the comparison 
more explicit. Drummond" insists that while there is a double divine Logos, 
the comparing of the lower divine Logos to human speech involved too 
sharp a suggestion of human organs to be applicable to Deity. He thinks that 
Philo was aware of this and hence compares the double divine Logos with 
the double human logos, but does not make the comparison go further to an 
actual divine Aoyoc mpodopikoc. Zeller denies the existence of a double Logos 
at all in Divinity, and says that there is only the double manifestation or 
activity of the Logos, the Logos in its relation with the kdopoc voytdéc, and 
the same Logos in its relation to the material world.*° 

So have students of Philo varied in their judgments.** The question has 
become highly important for our subject because Pascher has based much of 
his discussion of the Mystery elements he treats in Philo upon precisely this 
distinction. He sees, in contrast with the Logos of the Powers, a cosmic 
Logos. The one is the Logos-Monad, the other the Logos-Dyad, so described 
because in being clothed with material the second Logos is not simple and 
single immaterial substance as is the higher Logos. In his opinion the second 
or Cosmic Logos of Philo is the Stoic Logos, the Logos that is the law of 
material nature by the fact that it is the formal principle immanent in mat- 
ter. So to Pascher the temple cultus and the priestly dress indicate that this 
type of worship, the Mystery of Aaron, is an ascent to and an identification 
of the mystic with the cosmic Logos of the Stoics. In building up his argu- 
ment for the two forms of Logos, Pascher does not use this passage,*” but 
relies upon deductions from the general purport of the argument of the 
Monad and Dyad,** as Bréhier®® erects the 6996¢ Adyoc into a similar cosmic 
principle. Both arguments are to me quite unconvincing. The high-priest is 
certainly represented by Philo as the Logos, as will shortly appear, and yet 
the high-priest is not qualified to enter the holy of holies as his fixed and 
proper sphere. In a striking passage this is explained as being based upon the 


31. See my The Theology of Justin Martyr (Jena, 1923), pp. 151 ff. 
32. Philo und dite jtidisch-alexandrinische Theosophie, 1 (1835), 177 f. 
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fact that the Aoyoc mpopopikdc is not fixed, but is a Dyad, while only the 
Aoyoc aveu puvijc isa Monad.** In contrast to such a mediator as the high- 
priest stands Moses. 

Another passage also deals with the high-priest as Logos. In so far as he is 
the Logos, the high-priest cannot wear robes which indicate that his father 
was voUc, his mother aic@yoic: 


because, I think, he has had indestructible and most pure parents, God as his 
Father, who is also Father of all things, and Sophia for his mother, through 
whom all things (ta dAa) were born. And I explain his head’s being anointed 
with oil by the fact that his mind (10 jyyewovixdv) is permeated with the illumi- 
nation of brilliant light, so that he is rightly represented as “putting on the gar- 
ments.” And the oldest Logos of God (6 mgeoPUtatos tot dvtocg Adyoc) has put 
on the universe as a garment (for he has wrapped himself in earth and water and 
air and fire and their products), and the individual soul puts on the body, and 
the mind of the wise man puts on the virtues. And the stipulation that he “shall 
never put off the mitre” from his head indicates that he shall not take off the 
royal diadem. This diadem is the symbol not of absolute rule but of a marvelous 
vicegerency. “He does not tear his garments” for the Logos of God (6 tot dvtos 
Adyos) is the bond of all things, as has been said, and holds together all the parts, 
and prevents them by its constriction from breaking apart and becoming sepa- 
rated.*° 


Pascher very rightly sees this conception of the Logos, born from God and 
Sophia, as a mystic-mythological conception, not a philosophic one, and his 
parallels with Isis are striking.** This must not, however, blind us to the fact 
that if mythological systems had a cosmic Logos, Philo has gone a long way, 
while he borrowed the mystic notion of the Logos as the ruler of the uni- 
verse, to avoid setting up a distinct mythological cosmic Logos himself. A 
second glance at the passage will reveal that it has nothing to tell us of the 
usual symbolism of the priesthood, and indeed is explicitly contrasted with 
that symbolism. Just before, Philo has been allegorizing the great passage 
on the cities of refuge as stages of religious experience.*” In the three higher 
stages man has gone beyond the river and is in mystical union with the 
Powers or with the Logos, that is, as will appear, he is in the Higher Mys- 
tery. Philo now has to explain the scriptural statement that the soul that goes 
to one of these cities must stay there until the high-priest dies. What high- 
priest is indicated, asks Philo. In answer Philo specifies that it is not the high- 
priest whose robe signifies his double origin from the immaterial and mate- 
rial realms, not the high-priesthood assumed by a man, but the high-priest- 
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hood of that Logos whose origin and nature is entirely immaterial in origin. 
In other words, Philo is clearly saying that it is not the Aaronic high-priest 
about which he is talking, but the Logos, 6 mpeoButatoc tot dvtoc Aoyoc, 
certainly the “highest” Logos by Bréhier’s and Pascher’s distinctions. Noth- 
ing could be more inaccurate, then, than to-carry what Philo says here of the 
Logos as priest over to apply to the Aaronic priesthood. Philo is led by the 
contrast to go on to explain that this “highest” Logos put on the four ele- 
ments as a garment, and became the binding force within them. But he has 
already said that it was not this combination that he was calling Logos, and 
nothing that follows justifies calling the new combination a “Second Logos.” 
The new combination is the cosmos.** It is because the high-priesthood was 
so fixed a symbol of the cosmos to Philo and his readers that he is forced to 
make the distinction and explain the relation here. 

The conception of a double Logos in Pascher’s sense also does violence to 
what Philo seems to have in mind by comparing the two stages of the heav- 
enly Logos to the Adyoc évdiadetoc and the Adyoc mpopopikoc of man. 
When Philo says that the Logos in T@ mavti and the Logos of human nature 
is in each case Sittéc, that is not to say that there are 5Uo hoyw. When Sitt0< 
means “two” it is written Sittot and used as a dual. The passage says in plain 
Greek only that the Logos, a singular thing, is of twofold aspect. The whole 
point of the Aoyoc, meopopikoc and évdiabetoc of Stoic distinction was not 
to make two Aoyot but to make clear that the Aoyoc projected in speech was 
only a projection of thought, and that speech was only a derivative manifes- 
tation of thought. The divine Logos does, to be sure, appear to men as a 
duality, but that is only because the one Logos, the Logos in its proper purity 
and the Logos as an immanent principle in the material universe, together a 
monad, has the power of presenting itself along with matter which is in no 
sense an inherent part of itself. The Logos remains a monad, for it is not the 
Logos in the world that is the dyad but the world as consisting of matter 
with the Logos, just as the dyad speech is made up of human logos plus 
sound. When the logos goes out from man and becomes mixed with sound 
we have speech; when the Logos of God goes into matter we have the great 
cosmic dyad, the World. It is, if I may coin such a word, the very monadity 
of the Logos that makes it the bond of the universe, a fact that has abun- 
dantly come out in the discussion of the Aoyoc toyeuc. Pascher seems wrong 
throughout, then, in his assumption of the two Logoi, monad and dyad. 
There is one Logos which can combine with matter to make the dyad, and 
that dyad is the material world. 

While we are on this subject, it may be well to consider briefly another 

43. Philo does say here that the Logos puts on the cosmos, but explains that he means the 


four elements. It is obviously only the Logos “holding them together and keeping them from 
dissolution” that makes the elements into the cosmos. 
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passage, where the high-priest is described in terms of the word logos. 
Here,“ the human reason is compared with the high-priest. The high-priest 
dwells always among the holy doctrines, but cannot enter to consort with 
them (mpd¢ auta goitav) more than once a year. This, Philo explains, is 
because the Aoyoc mpogopikoc as a dyad is unstable; only the logos without 
utterance, the monad, can have the vision of to év. Again, the high-priest is 
being compared with the Aoyoc mpogopikoc of human speech, but again not 
in such a way as to suggest a cosmic dyadic Logos. The priest in the cosmic 
robes, that is the Logos clothed in the material elements, is the cosmic dyad, 
the Aoyoc mpopopikéc, and nothing here is contrary to our conclusion from 
other passages that that Aoyoc meopopikdc is the cosmos. 

Philo seems to me through all this to be working still from the point of 
view of deity as sun-radiation. There is a distinction between the sun and the 
radiation, between God as above the monad, and the Logos-monad. But 
again and again Philo insists that the various stages of radiation, the Powers 
and kooyoc voyntéc, and now the Logos in the material garment, are all to 
be called Logos. Only the beginner sees the distinction, though to one in any 
but almost the highest stage the vision of the Logos and the two chief 
Suvapetc still appears as three. The true vision is not that of the aspects, but 
to see, and so become one with, the Logos in its purity, the monad. Philo’s 
language frequently echoes mythical and gnostic conceptions of definite 
stages of a divine pleroma. But to isolate these occasional passages from the 
thought of Philo as a whole, as it seems to me Pascher and also Bréhier have 
essentially done, is to illuminate the figures on which Philo was drawing, but 
not the thought of Philo itself. The true understanding for us of Philo’s 
thought, like the vision to which he aspires, is to see his Logos, through all 
its various aspects and figures, as One. 

Yet that vision of the Logos as One was not to be attained at a single leap 
by ordinary man. From the confusion and multiplicity of the world of our 
senses, it is a great step in advance to come to the vision of the cosmos as a 
great dyad, the Logos clothed in matter. Hence the importance of the sym- 
bolism of the temple, the importance of the priesthood which God had Moses 
confer upon Aaron, the importance of the Mystery of Aaron. It was far from 
being, as we shall see, the Highest Mystery. The priesthood of Moses has 
already appeared a vastly superior thing. But the priesthood that would lead 
men into the cosmic harmony was a divinely instituted boon for humanity. 
On that stage we still must linger for further details. 

The section in the De Vita Mosis which describes the breastplate as the 
symbol of the twofold representation of the Logos is followed by a discus- 
sion of the Urim and Thummim. Philo agrees with the Septuagint in calling 
them SyAwoic and aAnQeia. The priest had these, says Philo, because the 


44. Gig., 52. 


THe Mysrery oF AARON 105 


Logos of Nature is itself both true and the revelation or manifestation of all 
things.*® The two human logoi are copies of these and each has respectively 
one of these virtues: reason must be true, speech must be a clear manifesta- 
tion. Again Philo is comparing the great Logos to the two human logoi of 
Stoicism. But these are not two Logoi of God or Nature. The hoyoc Tic 
gUcewc, which would be by Pascher’s and Bréhier’s reasoning the Aoyoc 
mooopikoc, has itself both these virtues. It is in the human realm that he 
will allow himself even figuratively to speak of 8Uo Aoyw. Philo’s objective in 
the interpretation of the Urim and Thummim is clear. The Logos in the 
material world is itself the truth, and at the same time, as it clothes itself 
in matter, is a magnificent manifestation of the truth to men. 

Upon his head the high-priest wears a cidaris, to signify, as here inter- 
preted, his superiority to all kings.** This, Philo points out with his usual 
caution, means not the high-priest as an individual, but xa ov XpOvoV lepa- 
tal, during the actual time he is exercising his office.*” Philo is not going to 
be caught saying that the priest at Jerusalem is a higher person than the 
Roman emperor. What Philo intends is to remind the reader of the familiar 
fact that the king or emperor was himself subject in his rule and law to the 
Logos and Law of Nature. In so far as the priest represented this, his sover- 
eignty must be superior to kings’, for while the king was also a revelation of 
that Law and Logos, he was so not in the complete and pure sense that the 
priest was. We have already seen*® another interpretation of this cidaris, that 
it betokened the fact that even the rule of the Logos in Nature was only a 
marvelous vicegerency. The real ruler, we assume, is God Himself. There 
are still other interpretations of the cidaris to which we shall come. 


Above the cidaris, Philo goes on to say, is the golden plate on which the four 
letters were engraved; by these letters the name of God (tot dvtog) was, they 
say, indicated because nothing that exists (ob . . . tl THV Ovtwv) can endure 
without calling upon God. For the attunement of all things is the Goodness and 
the Power of His Mercy.* 


The priestly robes have for their crowning symbol the fact that the Goodness 
and Merciful Power, that is the Suvapic momtixy and its secondary manifes- 
tation, the Merciful Power, are the aspects of the Logos which hold the 
created world together, and on which the very existence of creation not only 


45. Mos., 11, 128 ff. 46. Ib., 131. 

47. ‘legdotat: ordinarily means to be a priest, and the clause would normally mean “during 
the time when he was priest.” The priesthood of Aaron and his early successors was for life, 
so that this clause would have no meaning when applied to him, for then his superiority to 
kings would have been for life. The clause must then be translated as I have done, following 
Yonge and Badt in Philos Werke, or else taken as a reference to the rotation of priesthood 
practiced in Philo’s day. 

48. See above, p. 102. 49. Mos., ii, 132. 
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depended but still depends. This was the Power, it will be recalled, that was 
Geoc, and hence the world must constantly invoke Oedc, its savior or pre- 
server. in passing it is notable that Philo has not forgotten to indicate by 
inserting the ¢aci that his explanation is a traditional one in his Jewish 
environment. 

The purpose of all this imagery is indicated in Philo’s own summary that 
follows: 


The high-priest, adorned in this fashion, is dressed for the religious rites so 
that when he goes in to offer the ancestral prayers and sacrifices, the whole cosmos 
may go in with him by virtue of the symbols (uwuywata) whicii he wears: the 
long robe reaching to his feet a symbol of air, the pomegranate of water, the 
flowered hem of earth, the scarlet of fire, the ephod of the ovgavoc; he wears in 
type the two hemispheres in the jewels on his shoulders, with the six characters 
engraved on each; symbols of the zodiac are the twelve stones upon his chest 
arranged in four rows of three stones in each row, while the breastplate as a whole 
represents the principle that holds together and rules all things. For it was neces- 
sary that he who was consecrated to the Father of the world should use as a para- 
clete His Son®° who is perfect in virtue to secure remission of sins and an abun- 
dance of indestructible good things. Yet.perhaps it is also to teach in advance one 
who would worship God that even though he may be incapable of making him- 
self worthy of the Creator of the cosmos, he yet ought to try unceasingly to be 
worthy of the cosmos. As he puts on its imitation he ought straightway to become 
one who bears in his mind the original pattern, so that he is in a sense trans- 
formed from being a man into the nature of the cosmos, and becomes, if one may 
say so (and indeed one must say nothing false about the truth), himself a little 
cosmos.°? 


One further section sets out in figurative but clear language that the 
preparation for this experience is purification from.all material and fleshly 
concern, from any bondage to pleasure.” 

The significance of the Jewish priesthood and temple has been here set 
forth with unmistakable meaning. It is a worship designed for those who are 
not worthy of association with God, or of mystical union with Him, or deifi- 
cation, and is a transformation of the worshipper into the Cosmic Being, 
made up of Logos and Matter, to be sure, but still oriented in a great har- 
mony through God’s Powers of Goodness and Mercy. Such a person shares 
in the cosmic communion of the world with the Creator, not as an indi- 
vidual, but as one who has at last achieved the ideal now popularly associated 
with the Stoics, of living according to Nature, of being in harmony with the 
great sweep and course of the universe. We shall have to bear in mind as the 
Mystery of Philo becomes more clear the problem of whether we are dealing 


50. That is the xdo0p0¢, as Badt rightly points out ad loc., Philos Werke. 
51. Mos., ii, 133-135. 52. Ib., 136-140. 
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with a Mystery proper, in the sense of an organization with formal initia- 
tion, or a mystic gnosis of the Hermetic type. In the latter type there seem 
to have been no rites of initiation, but definite levels of spiritual experience, 
so that the person who had no such experience, or only the lower type, was 
given only the lower teaching. This is the sort of Mystery Paul and the 
author of Hebrews make of the Christian teaching when they refuse meat 
to babes and will give them only milk. Paul is very cautious, as in I Corin- 
thians, not to go into the deeper teaching with those not ready to receive it. 
It is impossible that Paul’s distinction between “adults” and “babes” was 
based upon a sacramental distinction between those who had and those who 
had not been baptized. Apparently there were definite levels of spiritual 
achievement which he could recognize, and which he always bore carefully 
in mind. 

Without yet attempting to answer the question as to which type of Mys- 
tery Philo is teaching, it must here be pointed out that the robe and cosmic 
experience of the high-priest seem something in which the individual can 
definitely share. In the foregoing quotation Philo has said that the signifi- 


cance of the priestly worship is to 


teach in advance one who would worship God that even though he may be in- 
capable of making himself worthy of the Creator of the cosmos, he yet ought to 
try unceasingly to be worthy of the cosmos. As he puts on its imitation he ought 
straightway to become one who bears in mind the original pattern, so that he is in 
a sense transformed, etc. 


The implication of those words would seem to be, not that the high-priest 
alone puts on the robes but that there is a Mystery in which any one who 
would worship God may also put them on. The language may just as well be 
figurative, however, and we cannot decide at this point in which way we 
should take it. But it is clear that whether the ordinary aspirant went 
through a ceremony of investiture or not, the experience of the priest was in 
some way open to all who properly aspired. 

I have begun my discussion of the significance of the temple and priest- 
hood with this passage from the De Vita Mosis because it is from a book 
written for Gentiles, a simplification of some of Philo’s more elaborate sym- 
bolism, presented here purposely in a way to be intelligible to one who knew 
nothing of the doctrine before. It may be well to stop for a moment with the 
interpretation of the same material made for slightly more advanced Gen- 
tiles, but men who still apparently had not yet definitely become proselytes. 
Here it is at first surprising to find that the account is much less elaborate 
than the one in the De Vita Mosis. This is not to be wondered at, for 
throughout the Exposition Philo assumes that the reader has already read, 
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or has available, the De Vita Mosis,;" so of the ground already covered Philo 
has a relatively slight sketch. But he reaffirms the main interpretation, and 
adds many important details. 

As to the significance of the Jewish temple, he says that it is a symbol of 
the true temple, 6 oupmtac Kéopoc, whose sanctuary is the ovpavéc, the holi- 
est part of the substance (ovota here in the sense of material) of things that 
exist. In this temple the stars are the votive offerings (ornaments, or the 
images cf God, avaOypata)** and the priests are the sub-deacons of the 
Powers, the angels, whose natures are unmixed with matter. He mentions 
the temple in another passage briefly to say that there are two temples of 
God, the human soul (yn Aoyixy Wuxn) and the Kdopoc. In the kédoyoc the 
priest is the Logos, 6 mpwtoyovoc autot Oeiog Adyoc.** We need not worry 
about the fact that the priests in one passage are the angels, or as Philo else- 
where calls them, the Aoyot, and in the other passage are the Logos. In either 
case they are the Logos seen in relation to particular matters, so that they 
could easily be described as singular or plural interchangeably. 

The Jewish temple, the one made with hands, was God’s concession to the 
laudable desires of the people for a more definitely available sanctuary, 
though God allowed only one such shrine to be built, for since there is only 
one God, He can have but one temple.®* The journey to this single temple 
has the double advantage of testing by the rigor and inconvenience of the 
journey the good faith of the worshippers, and at the same time of bringing 
together Jews from every quarter of the world and uniting them, as they 
get to know each other and sacrifice together, in a fixed fidelity based upon 
their common interest and conceptions.” 

Philo goes on in the De Specialibus Legibus briefly to describe the tem- 
ple,** here obviously the contemporary temple, and speaks of the holy of 
holies as at the center, completely shut off from the public view, and indeed 
seen by no one, for when the high-priest enters once a year he must so 
envelop himself with the smoke of incense that he can see nothing while he 
is there.” The temple has no sacred grove.” It is supported by the offerings 


53. See my “Philo’s Exposition of the Law and his De Vita Mosis,” in Harvard Theological 
Review, XXVI (1933), pp. 110-125. 

54. A parallel passage throws some light. Philo in Opif., 55, speaks of the creation of the 
material world after the image of the xdopog vontéc: after the pattern of the conceptual light 
“God made the stars perceptible by the senses. They are divine images (GyGApata), exceed- 
ingly beautiful, which he set in that purest temple of the material substance (cmpatixt) 
ovoia), the heaven.” 

55. Som., 1, 215. 

56. Spec., 1, 67. Philo could have had no dealings with the temple at Leontopolis. Appar- 
ently Judaism in the Diaspora was far indeed from being a unit. But it is notable, as Heine- 
mann (note, Philos Werke, ad loc.) has pointed out, that Josephus reproduces the same argu- 
ment for a single temple (4p., II, 163; Antiq., IV, 200). 

57. Spec., i, 68-70: cig PeBaurotatyv xiotw dpovoiac. 

58. Ib., 71. 59. Ib. 72 f. 6o. Ib., 74 £. 
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of the Jews from all over the world. Illuminating as is this section for our 
knowledge of the relation of Jews in the Diaspora to the temple, and sug- 
gestive as it is of the Mystery, it adds little to our knowledge of the Mystery 
itself. 

Philo goes on to describe the priests and their garments™ but again only 
summarizing or assuming knowledge of the description given in the De 
Vita Mosis. The robe of the high-priest represents the elements, the gar- 
ment over the shoulder the ovpavdc; the stones on the shoulders are the 
hemispheres, the twelve stones of the breastplate the zodiac, and the breast- 
plate itself the Logos. The Urim and Thummim are different here as specifi- 
cally representing the manifestation and truth of heaven. Falsehood cannot 
enter heaven, for it is the function of heaven, especially of the sun, to illumi- 
nate and reveal, though the heavens furnish guidance to mariners with their 
stars, and the portents of the heaven foretell the weather. The dress of the 
high-priest is then a copy of the universe (uipnpa Tot mavtoc). Besides the 
value of such a robe for its mere impressiveness Philo gives three reasons for 
its cosmic significance. First, that the priest might, by constantly seeing it, 
make his own life worthy of the universal nature (G&tov tific tv oAwv 
guoewc), that is, as Philo has given it before, make himself so in harmony 
with the cosmos as himself to become a microcosmos. Second, he wears the 
robe that in his ministrations the whole cosmos may worship with him. “For 
it is most proper that the one who is consecrated to the Father of the universe 
should offer to Him also the Son, the universe, in worship of the Creator and 
Begetter.” Third, the Jewish high-priest is distinguished in that while priests 
of other religions function only for their own circle, the Jewish priest is a 
mediator for all mankind, and not for all mankind only, but also for the 
very universe itself. Jewish worship has cosmic significance.™ 

The fundamental interpretation of the temple and high-priesthood as a 
cosmic worship, a Mystery of the Cosmos, here appears as opening a good 
many possibilities of significance at which Philo only hints. If these hints 
were developed at more length an extraordinarily rich religion, with appeal 
to many types of mind, would be presented. The varieties of interpretation 
found in Philo, as well as those of Josephus, and Clement, obviously show 
that we have here various actual interpretations from different types of 
thinkers. It is notable that one interpretation is definitely an attempt to get 
philosophical physics and metaphysics, the second seems of mythological- 
gnostic background, the third mystic in the true sense. Let the individual 


61. Ib., 82-97. 

62. Ib., 82 £. The trousers (mequoxedy) appear as the negitwpa (sig aidolmv oxénnv). CE. 
Suidas, s.v. xegifmua, tO txd TH aidoia oxéxaoua. On sacramental use of xegitmpa see 
Plutarch, Aemil. Paul, xxx, iii, 1. The tunic (xUtov) is explained as serving the purpose of 
the Cwvy in Mos., ii, 143 £., where three articles, yutwv, MEQuoxeAH, and avn, are mentioned. 

63. Spec., 1, 95-97. 
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take his choice! The Mystery, like all great religions, was in itself compre- 
hensive. 

Philo’s passage on the priesthood in the first book of De Spectalibus Leg- 
bus, brief as it is, is a digression. Philo’s business in this writing is to prove 
that the various special laws of Judaism do, contrary to all appearances, have 
importance as practical legislation of the very highest type. So he goes on to 
details of the legislation for the priesthood from this point of view: the fact 
that the priest must drink no wine, be physically perfect, must marry a virgin 
of priestly family, must limit his time of mourning. In connection with this 
last it is notable that Philo considers that the high-priest may not go through 
the usual signs of mourning, because he must 


share in a nature greater than human, and approach much nearer the divine 
nature, indeed, to tell the truth, be a creature bordering upon both natures (uetdo- 
QLOv GU@oiv), that men may appease (tAdoxwvtat) God through some mediator 
(Sta péoov tivdc), and that God may have some underservant (to0didxavos ttc) 
to use in abundantly stretching out His favors (yagitac) to men.* 


This is the first appearance in our material of the notion of the Qetoc 
avOowrtoc, the man who is between the human and divine natures because 
he shares in both, and who is hence in a position to mediate the salvation of 
God to men. It will by no means be the last. Philo indeed seems to be as- 
cribing to Aaron the type of priesthood he usually reserves for Moses. But 
the point of this passage is that Aaron and his successors are really still of 
two natures. True they have a share in the divine nature, but have it only as 
the cosmos has it, still mixed with the lower nature. The higher priests will 
appear to have put off this lower side altogether, and hence to have become 
Oeion avlpuol in a sense that not even this passage ascribes to the high- 
priest.°° 

The De S peseibes Legibus, then, like the De Vita Mosis, sketches a high- 
priesthood which is essentially that of the dyad, as Pascher calls it. The mys- 
tic in rising to the state of the high-priest rises from multiplicity to the dyad, 
made up of Logos and matter. Himself a microcosm, he is at one with the 
macrocosm. 

The remainder of the first book of De Spectalibus Legibus goes on to 
speak of the particular sacrificial laws. Into them we need not go in detail. | 
The whole spirit in which the sacrifice is offered is stressed as being of far 
more importance than the animal offered. Philo explains to the Gentile 
reader the cheerfulness with which Jews pay the temple tribute,°° and the 
fact that the motive of the sacrificer alone determines the value of the sacri- 

64. Spec., 1, 116. 

65. Philo goes on from this level to the higher priesthood in Som., ii, 181-189. There the 


priest is not only mediator, but himself an offering and source of grace. See below, page 255. 
66. Spec., 1, 144. 
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fice.*’ He praises the laws for their conformity with Natural Law, for the 
fe that the laws display a plan and a philosophic basis (td mpopnféc kal 
piddcodov)” for the ascetic control’? and general moral elevation of their 
purport and influence, especially as they inculcate justice in the minds of 
those who obey them, so that the faithful man is a model of social conduct. 
The goal of this worship is a life which merits no accusation since it has been 
attuned to the Laws and Commands of Nature. 


For the meaning is that in the first place the mind of the one who offers sacrifice, 
after it has been disciplined with good and beneficial intentions, is to be made 
holy (WovWotat), and afterwards the life is to consist of the noblest deeds.”4 


So his hands and feet become the servants doing what things are honored 
by copia and vouioc, and by wise and law-abiding men.” As he is purified 
in the ceremonies he no longer walks upon the earth, but soars into the air. 


For in truth the soul of one who loves God springs up from earth to heaven and 
with its wings flies about, longing to be put in order with and to take part in the 
great dance of the sun, the moon, and that most sacred and perfectly attuned 
company of the other stars. God their captain and general has the kingship over 
them, one that cannot be opposed or taken away. Through this kingship each 
individual thing is ruled in accordance with justice.” 


The notion of the flight is still definitely a union with the cosmos, not a 
flight beyond it. And the prayer which Philo goes on to teach men” is a 
cosmic prayer, in which we thank God for the universe as a whole, and for 
its parts, heaven and the heavenly bodies, earth and its planets and animals, 
the seas and rivers, and the air and its changes, the seasons. In praying for 
men, one should pray for them as a whole, as well as for the races and indi- 
viduals; and in praying for individuals, for them as a whole as well as their 
parts. This is the type of prayer of one who has come to know and be at 
one with the universe, which is both a whole and an assembly of parts. It is 
by no means here or anywhere else a prayer to the universe. The Stoic who 
could pray to the universe Philo viewed with quite as great horror as he 


67. Ib., 257 ff., esp. 271, 277, 290. 68. Ib., 178, 191, 202 f. 
69. Ib., 262. 70. Ib., 149. 
71. Ib., 202 £. 72. Ib., 204. 


73. The language recalls the Phaedrus (246c) of Plato. R. Jones (“‘Poseidonius and the Flight 
of the soul through the universe,” Classical Philology, XX! (1926), 97 ff., especially 103 for 
this passage) has successfully laid the ghost of Posidonius in connection with this familiar 
thought. The untimely death of Jones has cost Greek Philosophy one of its clearest and sanest 
minds. Would that he had lived to complete the comprehensive work on Posidonius he was so 
capable of producing! I am not so sure, however, that in this case the notion can be dismissed 
as simply borrowed from the Phaedrus. It seems to me to have gone through a good many 
hands, and to be closer to the type of Neo-Platonic Mystery preserved in Iamblichus De Mys- 
teriis, Vv, 15 than to Plato. 

74. Spec., 1, 209-211. 
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viewed any other manifestation of atheism. The cosmic experience was one 
in which man learned to pray with, not to, the universe. Such actual prayers 
will be presented in Chapter XI. 

The immediate object of the sacrificial system seems to have been the con- 
ciliation of the Merciful Power of God. Philo mentions this three times.”® 
Apparently when one gets beyond the literal fulfillment of the Law into the 
philosophic appreciation of God’s relation to the universe including man, the 
suppliant’s appeal is to this Power rather than to the lowest Powers, the 
Power of Negative and that of Positive Commands. To that we shall return. 

In one striking passage,”® Philo suggests a distinction between the old and 
the new sacrifices; he sees in the eternally burning fire on the altar a unifica- 
tion of the two.” He does not explain himself specifically as to which is the 
old, which the new. But the higher sacrifice he has in mind he makes clear. 
Philo gets this type, in contrast to the ceremonial sacrifice, by allegory; that 
is, what he has been doing all along here is not allegory at all. For the higher 
type of sacrifice is one in which the altar is the grateful soul of the wise man 
compounded of perfect and undivided virtues. Upon this altar the sacred 
light (not fire as above) is kept unquenched. This light is Sophia, for what 
sensible light is for physical sight, that emotypn, a usual synonym for mys- 
tical Sophia, is to the reason in its perception of Ta dowyata kal vonta, 
whose beams always shine forth unquenched. Whatever the explanation of 
the “new” and “old,” Philo is putting. in here a hint that there is a Higher 
Mystery, the gate to whose understanding is allegory. — 

The closing sections of the first book of the De Specialibus Legibus are 
highly important, but to them we shall return after considering the Quaes- 
tiones in Exodum, the most detailed source of all for the explanation of the 
Mystery of the temple and priesthood. 

Here Philo has been talking of the Mystery of the ark and the holy of 
holies, a passage which must be discussed in connection with the Greater 
Mystery. He turns from this to talk of the other parts of the tabernacle or 
temple, remarking that he is turning from the symbols of the incorporeals 
to the symbols of those things that are in sensu. The first symbol in this 
realm is the table, type of the material world,’* which is separated into 
parts.” It is useless to go through all the details again, but the additional 
ones must be noted. It is made clear that Philo is drawing his material from 
other men, the Allegorists.°° The candlestick is made all of gold because the 
heaven is made up of a single element, the “fifth” in contrast to the constitu- 


75. Spec., i; 229, 265, 294. 76. Ib., 286-288. 

77, Ib., 286: TOKO. wévtor xai Sia tovdSe BovActar tas madauds talc vente Bvoiaic 
Squécacton xOL EVOoa. 

78. OE, i1, 69. 79. Ib., 70. 

80. Ib., 71. They seem referred to in the putatur of §76 (ed. Tauchnitz, p. 366, 1. 7). 


Tue Mystery oF AARON 113 


tion of the rest of the universe from the four elements.*t The branches of the 
candlestick go off at an acute rather than a right angle because the zodiac 
cycle is of such angles.*” Each branch of the candlestick has three cups as 
the three signs of the zodiac in each season, and the other ornaments and 
details of the candlestick are likewise given cosmic symbolism.* As the in- 
corporeal world is represented by the ark, the substance of the sensible world 
by the table, the heaven by the candlestick, so the tabernacle is designed to 
show the nature and substance of the sublunar world and its four elements.** 
The ten curtains of the tabernacle indicate the usual significance to him of 
the decade,*° their four colors, as previously, the four elements.** They are 
joined together to show that out of material multiplicity the cosmos is a 
unit,®’ and the fact that there is one tabernacle, not several, has the same 
meaning,®* while the pole binding all together signifies the fact that the ele- 
ments are held together by an indissoluble bond,** the harmony they achieve 
from being a copy of the incorporeal pattern.°® The veil which divides the 
tabernacle indicates that the outer chamber is dedicated to the sublunar 
world, the inner to the aetherial essence,®! and its colors likewise indicate 
the elements.” The holy of holies separated off by the veil represents the 
intelligible world.** The altar of sacrifice calls properly for the offering not 
of victims and flesh, he elaborately points out, but of a pure life.°* The olive 
oil of the lamp is the supply for the light of wisdom, and indicates the ency- 
clical studies.°° The lamp is to be kept burning from evening to morning to 
symbolize the stars.*° 

Aaron and his sons have been initiated for the divine ministry and have 
become greater kings than the Great King; like all kings they must thus 
be priests and serve God if they are to rule others.°” He comments interest- 
ingly upon the two robes the high-priest is to wear, the great regalia of the 
sacrifices and the white robe he puts on for his annual entrance into the holy 
of holies. The one is a robe of honor and glory,”* the other of something 
greater. The one is proper for material ministration, for honor and glory 
are the things held in esteem in the material realm. Also they signify that 
the high-priest is honored by men, and glorified by participation in divine 
‘things. This is the literal significance. The inner meaning is that the priest 
represents true opinion.” It is notable that the priest in these robes does not 
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represent truth or wisdom. The higher significance of the white robe is not 
here explained. 

Philo now goes on to the symbolism of the great robe of the high-priest, 
and while the interpretation in general follows the lines we have found else- 
where, he adds many details of interest. The two shoulder pieces of Exod. 
XXVili, 7 are the two aspects of religion, piety to God and kindliness to 
men.’ The two stones on the shoulder are again the hemispheres with the 
six signs of the zodiac on each.*® The breastplate is logos;*” it is double 
because there are two kinds of Adyoc, évdiabetoc and mpogopikdc; also be- 
cause logos is directed doubly toward divine and human things. The sym- 
bolism is elaborated on several details, but throughout it is the human logos 
he seems here to have in mind.*”* The four rows of three jewels each on the 
breastplate are again the four seasons with three signs of the zodiac for each 
season.*** ‘They are enclosed in gold as the elements are encircled by ether.*®° 
The names of the Patriarchs are associated each with one of the stones be- 
cause the twelve Patriarchs themselves represent stars. Their names are en- 
graved on the stones like seals, for the virtues of the Patriarchs are like the 
forms, in that their virtues are stamped upon their successors.’°° Here is a 
notion, slightly developed, that will appear to be one of Philo’s most impor- 
tant concepts in the Higher Mystery. 

As Philo closes his description of the robes of the priest he continues to 
emphasize the cosmic symbolism of the details.*°’ But there is a brief excur- 
sus on the Logos as head of the world, on the fact that the world is subject 
to him and beneath him, but he himself is seated by God the Father.*” 
How much of this is a Christian interpolation, whether the whole passage 
or only the gloss (eo quod Christus dominus est) it is difficult to determine. 
The whole seems dragged into the context, but that, of course, so frequently 
happens in Philo that it is impossible to discard any passage for its tangency. 
The last few sections deal with the plate of gold on which is engraved the 
sacred four letters. This is a symbolum incorporeae a Sa a formae 
materiae,°° that is, the Logos**® or the world of forms.” 

Closely as the symbolism of the Ouaestiones in Exodum has followed the 
general plan of interpretation of the temple and the high-priest in Philo’s 
other writings, there is a striking divergence of detail. Sometimes the differ- 
ence of detail may be regarded as sufficiently explained by Philo’s own love 
of fanciful extemporization, but there are just enough references to the 
interpretations of “others” to make it much more probable here also that 
Philo’s variations arise from his attempt to reproduce several current inter- 
pretations, rather than that he is just letting his imagination run wild. 
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There was certainly a variety of traditions as to the details of the Mystery 
of Aaron, but all the traditions agree on this point, at least, that the service 
of the Jewish priesthood, and all the temple except the holy of holies, was a 
Cosmic Mystery in which the initiate or worshipper rose to join in the hymn 
of the universe to its maker. 

For Philo’s attitude toward the Mystery of Aaron one passage is highly 
revealing. He has twice explained the Mystery for Gentiles, in the De Vita 
Mosts and the De Specialibus Legibus. But at the end of his discussion in 
the latter treatise he significantly says that the foregoing has been a discus- 
sion of the laws established for the purpose of promoting piety by means of 
commands and prohibitions. It is all a part, that is, of the Judaism of the 
letter. He says he must now go on to discuss the legislation which would 
produce piety by means of philosophic teaching and advice. What he goes 
on to say has no reference to the Mystery of Aaron, but the Mystery of 
Moses, the Mystery of God and the incorporeal Powers.**” Here, for the first 
time in the whole discussion of the Mystery, the Gentiles are considered. 
The passage is important for the Higher Mystery, and its contents will be 
discussed later. In this connection it need only be pointed out that as great 
a Mystery as Philo has shown the Lesser Mystery to be, Gentiles are not in- 
vited to share in it, as they obviously are in the Higher. This is entirely in 
accord with the spirit of the De Specialibus Legibus. Philo is trying to bring 
the Gentiles into the Mystery of Moses, into what he here calls the “philo- 
sophic” Judaism, and he has no interest in making literal Jews out of them. 
For their benefit he goes through the whole body of literal commands, in- 
cluding the Mystery of Aaron, and describes it all to them, explaining its 
majestic origin and value. But never does he ask his Gentiles to look for 
salvation in fulfilling the letter of Jewish Law. For Philo had, as we shall 
see, himself moved beyond that type of Judaism into the “philosophic” Juda- 
ism as he had himself become an initiate of Moses. For high as the Mystery 
of Aaron could lift men, even up to cosmic proportions, it still left them 
material creatures, shut off, as was Aaron himself, from sharing in the realm 
of the incorporeal. The Aaronic initiate knew that the immaterial world was 
there beyond, but he was always shut in by material incense from any mys- 
tical union. True understanding of the Torah by allegory had revealed to 
Philo the higher experience, and it was to this higher experience Philo would 
have conversion to Judaism lift the proselytes. Here it need only be empha- 
sized that Philo has specifically pointed out to his readers that the Mystery 
of Aaron was a part of literal Judaism, quite distinct from the higher wor- 
- ship offered men by Moses. 

In several passages Philo has appeared to be equating the high-priest not 
with the cosmos specifically, but rather with the Logos,*** and so many times 
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has he done this that commentators take the high-priest to be a fixed sym- 
bol with Philo for the Logos. This seems to me on the whole to be mislead- 
ing. The high-priest is the Logos, but the Logos as present in the cosmos. 
As the Logos is the nyepovikév of the universe, so the highest office of the 
priest is his representation of the most important part of the cosmos, the 
Logos. But never does Philo forget that the priest in his great robes is the 
Logos as clothed in matter. He is not a “second” Logos, as we have con- 
cluded above, but the highest Logos, the only Logos, yet that Logos only as 
it presented itself in relation with the elements. 

A glance at the passages, in addition to the passages already discussed, 
where Philo calls the high-priest the Logos, will confirm this statement. In 
one passage’** Philo makes the identification. As a type of the Logos the 
high-priest wears a regalia which in its highest part, the gold signet on his 
head engraved with the name of God, represented ta vonta; in its lowest 
parts it signified the elements. The signet is specifically the symbol of the 
idéa iseGv, which we recognize as the “higher” Logos of Pascher. The wor- 
ship in which the high-priest leads is elaborately described as the cosmic 
hymn; the priest, by his double presentation of ta voynta and Ta aioOnta 
brings man to recognize that the material world is formed after the likeness 
of the immaterial. This is far indeed from the Higher Mystery, where things 
of sense are left behind altogether, far indeed from the Logos as elsewhere 
described. Yet as before I can see no justification for speaking of a “second” 
Logos, that of the dyad clothed in matter, as distinct from the cosmos. What 
the priest represents here again is the Logos clothed in matter, that is the 
cosmos, and he is designated as most significantly typifying the Logos, be- 
cause for religious purposes that part of the cosmos was overwhelmingly the 
more important. 

In one more passage**’ the high-priest is again the Logos. The Bible, sig- 
nificantly called here 0 tep0¢ Aoyoc, points out the details of his ceremonial 
duties and vesture, with brief indication of their cosmic symbolism. 


For the cosmos is a temple in which the high-priest is.6 mewtdyovoc attot Petoc, 
Aoyos, . . . of which the one who offers up the ancestral prayers and sacrifices is 
a material (aiofytov) imitation. He is commanded to put on the aforesaid tunic 
as a copy of the universal cosmos (ctec:véc), that the world may worship together 
with man, and man with the universe. 


Fie puts off this robe and is clotned in luminous white linen for the inner 
service. 

The high-priest is Logos here, as in all these passages, by the familiar fig- 
ure of the part for the whole. Philo here lets us see more clearly why he 
speaks of the part for the whole. In the universe the priest is the Logos, as 
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that is the bond that connects the material world with God. Relatively the 
elements are of slight significance. So the high-priest in his great robes is 
a representation of the Logos, but not of the Logos alone; he symbolizes the 
Logos in the cosmos, or the cosmos as a whole, and again the worship to 
which he brings men is to a share in the cosmic worship of God. Of course 
in sharing in this worship the essential step is to bring the human mind into 
harmony with the Logos that dominates matter, and so much did this out- 
weigh all other aspects that Philo could call the high-priest the Logos, or its 
imitation, although officially in his robes he was the cosmos. 

In his section on the Mystery of the high-priest Pascher has concluded that 
on the level of the Aaronic Mystery Philo is almost purely Stoic. He thinks 
that the fundamental notion of the Mystery, the lifting of the initiate to 
move in time and sing in tune with the cosmos, was derived from that 
source. This seems to me highly unlikely. Such phrases as “living according 
to nature,” upon which Pascher bases his claims, were too generally in the 
air to denote any definite borrowing from Stoicism. The point is that the 
Mystery of the Cosmos, as Philo presents it, is essentially foreign to Stoicism 
in that union with the cosmos was itself but a stepping stone to the vision 
of the Creator. The Stoic saw union or harmony with the cosmos as har- 
mony with the ultimate. Philo sees it only as a way of joining in with the 
hymn of all creation to the Creator who is infinitely beyond the world. It is 
a worship of one of the lower manifestations of God, His Merciful Power, 
and he assumes throughout that no greater sin could be conceived than that 
of confusing the created with the Creator. To adapt the Stoic conception to 
Philo’s theism was a large task, and I cannot think that to Philo or to any 
other Jew it would have suggested itself as a desirable thing to attempt. If 
there were other mystic teachings which made the cosmic worship the first 
stage in the approach to God, represented that step as a Lower Mystery, and 
as a stopping place only for those who could go no higher than worship 
through visible symbols, then there would have been incentive for Jews 
to have exercised their ingenuity to fit that scheme into the Torah by identi- 
fying the lower stage with the rites at the temple. Was there at hand a con- 
ception of the ascent to God through the universe which could have attracted 
the Jews to such adaptation? 

If it has seemed necessary to reject Pascher’s interpretatiqn of the Logos 
dyad and the Cosmic Mystery as being essentially Stoic, it must be pointed 
out in gratitude that he has yet asked the above question and undoubtedly 
given the right answer to it. As he has pointed out, the whole conception 
would seem to have come to Hellenistic Jews originally from that Egyptian 
thought which we associate with Isis and the Hermetica, however uncertain 
we may be as to the exact connection between these two expressions of Egyp- 
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tian piety. Rather than simply refer the reader to Pascher, his arguments and 
evidence, with some expansion, must here be reproduced. 

The Hermetica show strikingly the place of the cosmic worship in the 
general rise to the Higher Mystery. One striking passage**® describes the 
mystic as rising up through one planetary circle after the other until he at 
last reaches the circle of the fixed stars, where he sings with the stars the 
great hymn to the Father. He is made like them, and can hear also the 
Suvapeic, which are above the ovpavéc, likewise singing their hymn to God. 
Then the soul rises up, becomes one with the Powers, a Power himself. At 
the end he enters into God. 

Since Pascher lays no stress upon the importance of the Powers in Philo’s 
Mystery he has under-estimated the extent of the parallel here to Philo’s 
whole scheme. The cosmic stage at which one becomes a part of, and sings 
with, the universe as a whole is quite a part of the Hermetic preliminary 
to approaching the Powers. 

There are other striking Hermetic passages which Pascher does not quote. 
Man appears to be made in the image of the cosmos and has ouuna8eia with 
it, the Seutepoc 8edc, as well as a conception (Zvvoia) of the First God. 
Man, while ultimately from God, is immediately from and in the cosmos in 
the same way as the cosmos is from and in God. Man’s first step, by this, 
would then logically be to come to the realization that he himself is chus 
Umo TOU KOopou kal év TH Kdouw."*” Another Hermetic passage is strikingly 
suggestive of Philo’s formulation of the mevaung work of the high-priest 
as a cosmic priest;**° 


God, the Master of eternity, is first; the cosmos is second; man is third. God, the 
Maker of the cosmos and of all things that are therein, governs all things, but has 
made man as a composite being to govern in conjunction with Him. And if man 
takes upon him in all its fullness the function assigned to him, that is, the tend- 
ance which is his special task, he becomes the means of right order to the cosmos, 
and the cosmos to him; so that it seems the cosmos (that is, the ordered universe) 
has been rightly so named, because man’s composite structure has been thus 
ordered by God. Man knows himself, and knows the cosmos also, provided that 
he bears in mind what action is suited to the part he has to play, and provided 
that he recognizes what things he is to use for his own ends, and to what things 
he in turn is to do service, rendering praise and thanks in full measure to God, 
and revering God’s image (the cosmos), not unaware that he himself is a second 
image of God. For there are two images of God; the cosmos is one, and man is 
another, inasmuch as he, like the cosmos, is a single whole built up of diverse 
parts. For you must note that man, in order that he may be fully equipped on 
both sides, has been so fashioned that each of his two parts is made up of four 
elements; and so, in respect of the divine part of him, which is composed of other 
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and higher “elements,” so to speak, namely, mind, intellect, spirit, and reason, he 
is found capable of rising to heaven; but in respect of his material part, which 
consists of fire, water, earth, and air, he is mortal, and remains on earth, that he 
may not leave forsaken and abandoned all things that are entrusted to his keep- 
ing. Thus it is that man, though in part divine, has been made mortal also in 


part, being placed in a body. 


There can be no mistaking the similarity of Philo’s cosmic Mystery with 
these Hermetic statements. Pascher has quoted from Plutarch’s De Iside a 
passage so striking that I must repeat it after him: 


The vestments of Isis are of various colors; for her power is extended over 
matter, which becomes and assumes all sorts of forms (nd&vta yuyvouevyy xat 
. Sexopuevynv), namely light and darkness, day and night, fire and water, life and 
death, beginning and end. In contrast the vestment of Osiris has no shadow or 
diversity, but has a simple and single nature, the light-form (pwtoetéc). For 
the primal principle is pure, and the First and the Conceptual is unmixed. On this 
account initiates put on this robe only once, and lay it down again, keeping it out 
of sight and touch. But the Isis robe they frequently wear. For the objects of 
sense, which are always in use and ever lie ready to our hand, are subject to vari- 
ous developments and in the course of their constant changes take on now this 
form, now that. But the principle of knowledge of the nature that is conceptual, 
pure, and simple, flashes through the soul like lightning and offers itself in a 
single moment’s experience to apprehension and vision.’¥” 


The passage he quotes from Apuleius is almost as striking.’”° 

Thus in the Aaronic Mystery Hellenistic Judaism has drawn into Jewish 
worship the point of view of Isis and the Hermetica. Yet there is one impor- 
tant point to be recalled. However much Philo and his schooi were attracted 
to adopt the ideas and spiritual ascent of thoughtful Egyptians, they are 
strikingly different in avoiding precisely that mythological formulation of 
divinity which Pascher has made the center of his presentation. God was 
one: He worked and revealed himself through His light emanations, to be 
sure, but always Philo is careful to deny ultimate reality to any distinctive 
manifestation of God. If, as Bréhier has insisted, Philo is primarily religious 
rather than philosophical in his writings, he could yet have had no sympathy 
with that travesty of philosophy, the type of mythological presentation to 
which we give the collective name of Gnosticism. For all his Hermetic and 
Isiac roots, he is closer to Plotinus than to any mythological conception of 
Deity. 

How long had Jews in the Diaspora, especially in Egypt, been so much 
under the influence of mystic thought that they interpreted their holy temple 
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and priesthood in such terms? Little as we know of the history of such a 
development, Philonic scholars have long been aware that this allegory must 
be as old as the Book of the Wisdom of Solomon. For there it is stated: 


Upon fis long high-priestly robe was the whole world pictured, 

And the glories of the fathers were upon the graving of the four rows of 
precious stones 

And thy majesty was upon the diadem of his head. (xviii, 24.) 


The little statement is priceless, since, as Pascher** points out, for the 
author to have said this much he must have had much more to go with it. 

For some time before Philo, then, the Mystery of Aaron had been develop- 
ing. The extraordinary variety of detail and interpretation which Philo 
shows, and which betrays a variety of ultimate sources, would then come 
from a widely current mode of thought. 

In closing it must be pointed out that the Aaronic Mystery may not at all 
have arisen simply from Egyptian suggestion. Traces of oriental solar astrol- 
ogy in the later books of the Old Testament, especially in connection with 
angelology, have frequently been pointed out, especially by Gressmann*” 
and Bousset.’”* They show that Jews had long before Philo, and in Palestine 
itself, been influenced by this type of thought. The fact that Josephus pre- 
sents the Mystery of Aaron but not the Mystery of Moses suggests that the 
cosmic interpretation of the temple cultus was familiar in Palestinian Juda- 
ism as the Higher Mystery was not. The similar notions in the Hermetic 
tradition may well have been of oriental and not Egyptian origin, and the 
Mystery of Aaron originally a product of Palestinian syncretism. As to this 
we can only say that, lacking any early distinctive Palestinian tradition, the 
matter must be left undecided. What the Hermetic parallels definitely show 
us, since it is unthinkable that they owe the notion to Judaism, is that the 
Mystery of Aaron was, at least originally, a syncretistic product of some kind, 
originating in those mystic ideas that later became popular in Egypt also. 
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ENOS, ENOCH, NOAH, AND ABRAHAM 


Ir has already appeared that Philo is by no means satisfied that the Jewish 
Law, as a literal revelation of the will of God, can be an adequate approach 
to Deity. The Deity he worships is one that has projected His life into the 
universe and His will for man into the “elements of nouns and verbs.” But 
as the mystery of Aaron was throughout described as secondary to the Mys- 
tery of the-ark and the holy of holies, so the literal Law was a thing designed ' 
for men in a material and essentially inferior state of being. The best plan 
in interpreting Philo’s conception of what lay beyond the precepts and be- 
yond the Mystery of the cosmic priesthood is to follow Philo’s own mthod 
of presenting the higher Mystery to Gentile readers in the great Exposition 
and the Life of Moses. For to Philo the way of approach to God in His 
immaterial aloofness had been revealed in the lives of the Patriarchs. They 
had become the véyor éuuxo1, the incarnations of the will of God and of 
the life and nature of God (for Philo knew no distinction between God’s 
being and will), and as they had lived without the code in immediate ex- 
perience of God, so they became at once the patterns for the code and the 
revelation of the higher and direct way to God by which they themselves 
had achieved union with Him. The exposition of the mystic higher teaching 
of the Torah was to Philo largely an exposition of their lives. So we shall 
try to come into the Mystery as Philo would have initiated us, by first under- 
standing the significance of the individual Patriarchs. 

It is clear that Philo would not have taken us at once even to the Patri- 
archs. The Exposition does not begin with their stories, but with the De 
Opificio Mundi, in which the Mosaic account of creation was treated, not as 
an introduction to the Law in its higher sense, but as the beginning of the 
Law, its first part. For entrance into the Mystery the ideas developed there 
constitute the first essential step. Philo is not just beginning at the first 
part of Genesis, for he omits much of the Torah in the Exposition, and 
could have omitted this had it not been an important part of his presentation. 
The fact is that before one can go into the Mystery there are certain philo- 
sophical points of view which the initiate must understand and accept, else 
what follows will be meaningless. Hence the point of beginning with the 
creation story is that Philo must first sketch the cosmogony, philosophy, and 
doctrine of God which the Mystery presupposes. 

It is obvious that Philo wrote the De Opificto to demonstrate that the cos- 
mogony and philosophy of Moses was that taught by the Platonic and Neo- 
Pythagorean philosophers. With many details from the Timaeus Philo ex- 
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plains that the first chapter of Genesis teaches that the material world has 
been created after the pattern of the immaterial, created through the instru- 
mentality of the Logos, but by God, the uniquely existent, as the Prime 
Cause. The book closes (§§170-172) with a doctrinal summary in which 
Philo insists that the story of Creation brings out four points. First against 
the atheists, both those in doubt about God’s ruling,’ and those who denied 
His existence altogether,’ Philo affirms that God exists and rules the world. 
Second, against polytheists, he affirms that God is one. Third, against various 
schools* he affirms that the material world had a beginning in its present 
form. Fourth, against the atomists of all periods, that there is but one cosmos, 
which exhausts all matter, rather than a plurality or infinite number of 
kooyol. Fifth, against the Epicureans, that God exercises providence in the 
world. We know from his other writings, as has been said, that providence 
here is not the Stoic providence which implied determinism, but only what 
we might call an immanent presence and codperation of God in the created 
world, and especially with man. 

This thoroughly Platonic-Pythagorean creed (both schools agreed on all 
these points) is a necessary part of the Torah, the starting point of what is 
to Philo the Jewish life. For “he who has begun not by hearing these things 
but by learning them with his understanding, and has stamped in his soul 
these marvelous and priceless forms (ei6y) (that is the five articles of this 
“creed”), . . . will lead a blessed and happy life, for he will have become 
moulded by doctrines of piety and holiness.” 

Tt is natural that Philo should have had to emphasize a correct conception 
of God from the Jewish point of view for converts. The Torah must for 
them have been made to teach something explicit along the lines of concep- 
tions which could be assumed among traditional Jews. Philo’s writings for 
Jews are throughout concerned with expounding the nature of God and His 
relation to man and the created world: for Jews His existence and creative 
and ruling power need exposition, not proof. But for Gentiles God’s very 
existence has to be proved,” and theology crystallized into a creed. 

To the credal prerequisites for the Mystery which Philo laid down for 
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Gentile converts, and which must have applied also to Jewish members of 
the Mystery, he returns at a later part of the Exposition. That passage is of. 
interest here. It wil! be recalled that much of the De Opificio had been de- 
voted to describing how the material world was created after immaterial 
patterns, though this is not made one of the prime statements of creed at the 
end. In the other passage, however, he makes good the omission. He is dis- 
cussing the dangerous perversions, misleading doctrines and practices, which 
must be avoided by one who would enter the Mystery of the Powers he has 
briefly been describing. The passage that concerns us begins at De Spectali- 
bus Legibus, 1, 315. 

The first perversion is that of false prophets who would lead one to wor- 
ship the gods of the Gentiles. The false prophets are clearly Jews, and in 
preferring pious Gentiles as incomparably superior to such Jews Philo is, 
am sure, not talking at random. There were evidently such Jews about him, 
who urged the people to break down their exclusiveness and join in the 
popular celebrations, temples, libations, and sacrifices. Philo would here 
again lynch such a person, as in §§5q ff.° 

Just as realistic is Philo’s denunciation®™ of the people who would enter 
into mystic initiations. Their secret rites are an abomination. When nature 
has revealed the secrets of philosophy to all who would see them in the stars, 
seas, air, and seasons, and in the animals and fruits of the earth, who are 
men to shut themselves off with the secrets of the universe and give them 
out to anyone, and only to anyone, who will pay for the initiation? The 
secrets should be given out to anyone worthy to receive them (maoi Toic 
aEtoic). So “let no follower of Moses initiate anyone, or himself be initi- 
ated.”” At first glance this passage would seem to indicate only that some 
Jews were being initiated into the pagan mysteries, people whom, like those 
going to idolatry, Philo wanted to exclude from the Mystery of Moses. But 
the last sentence quoted (ynSeic otv pyte Tedcitw pnte TedetoOu tdv 
Muiicewe doitntv kat yvweiywv) has quite a different possibility of inter- 
pretation. It seems to me more natural that the reference should be to Jews 
who were celebrating a Jewish Mystery. That is aside from our present pur- 
pose, and we shall return to the subject.’ In any case it is notable that Philo 
criticized them not for keeping secret the true doctrine of God and the 
cosmos, but in equating that truth with certain rites, and in making the pre- 
requisite for admission not the character or aspirations of the applicant, but 
ability to pay the initiation fee. 

Who then may approach for the mystic teaching? Who are ot a&tot? This 
is the question that Philo now proceeds to discuss, at least from the negative 


6. Even Heinemann (Bildung, 225 ff.) admits the literal meaning of these calls to lynching 
for apostasy to idolatry. 


6a. Spec., 1, 319 ff. 7. Ib., 319-323. 8. See below, pp. 259 ff. 
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point of view. Certainly those incurably sunk in sin are excluded from “flee- 
ing for refuge” to the fellowship.? The principle of exclusion Philo sees 
established in the laws forbidding castrati to enter the temple.*° The fact that 
these and that harlots and bastards (who cannot be sure who is their father) 
are excluded opens the way for Philo to inveigh against the various types 
of atheists. For atheists do not know their Father, God, and so are excluded. 
Once started on this, Philo gives us five types of people whose philosophy 
would exclude them from sharing in the Mystery. 

The castrati are those who reject the Platonic-Pythagorean doctrine of 
Forms." As the castrati have made themselves into Guopdoc An, these 
people would take away all the formal principles of the universe. The difh- 
culty is, as Philo sees it, that if the Forms are not recognized, God must 
have personally shaped matter in creation, and could not have had the 
Powers, which are Forms, through which to work. That is, the first require- 
ment for admission is for the candidate to recognize the deity of Philo as He 
works through the Powers and Forms. What looked at first like a miscel- 
laneous collection of allegorical fancies suddenly emerges as something very 
like a definite credal requirement. 

The second group to be excluded are the atheists. First those who reject 
not only the Forms but the very existence (Unapéic) of God, saying that one 
talks of Him only for the benefit of ordinary men to keep them from doing 
wrong, on the ground that the notion of an ever present and all seeing God 
makes men cautious.’ One is reminded of the striking poem ascribed to 
Critias by Sextus Empiricus.’* Sextus’ introduction to the poem is still closer 
to Philo than the poem itself. It is impossible to say definitely whether Philo 
is simply making a literary gesture in including this category, or is reflecting 
some popular sceptical flippancy whose language had become fairly conven- 
tionalized. Since throughout this passage he seems to have realities in mind, 
I should suspect the latter to be true. The widely divergent traditions of the 
authorship of the poem suggest a general popularity, and wide circulation, 
so much so that its real origin had been forgotten. In any case Philo rules 
such people out. They are also castratt. 

The third group to be ruled out are the polytheists, who in calling many 
gods “Father” show that they are children of a harlot and have no way of 
knowing which of many possible ones was their father.** 

The fourth and fifth excluded types he discusses together, since both have 
variant forms of the same disease, self-love (iAautia)*® The two seem at 
first to be the Stoics and Epicureans. The former are the people, he says, 

9. Spec., 1, 324. 10. Ib., 325. 

11. Ib., 327f. 12. Ib., 330. 

13. Adv. Mathem., IX, 54. (Diels, Fragm. Vorsokrat., Il, 4th ed., pp. 320f.) The ascription 


is in some doubt, as Diels shows. 
14. Spec., 1, 331 £. 15. Ib., 333 ff. 
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who have deified reason (6 doytopdc, votic), the latter who have deified the 
unreasoning part, the individual senses. Philo has an extended digest of the 
arguments of both. Those who deify the mind dwell upon the fact that it 
has marvelous powers, and penetrates into all things, and has solved the prac- 
tical and theoretical problems of nature. This is at first highly suggestive of 
the Stoics, and yet the attack is hardly a direct one, for Philo must have 
known that votic and Adéyoc were no less divine terms to himself than to 
them. It would seem that he rather has in mind people of the type we now 
call “rationalists,” who put their ultimate trust for knowledge upon the 
human mind. The description of those who delight in and refine each sense 
as the ultimate likewise might suggest Epicureans, but, as Heinemann has 
pointed out, is by no means recognizably specific. 


The point of the whole section appears in the last paragraph of the book: 


We the disciples and pupils of the prophet Moses, shall not give over our quest 
of tO dv, for we recognize that knowledge of Him is ultimate happiness and a 
blessed life, even as the Torah sets forth a necessary and philosophic teaching 
when it says that those who worship God are alive. For atheists are truly dead in 
their souls, but those who are ordered by the order that comes from the true God 
(6 &v Bedc) shall live an immortal life.?¢ 


The element of exclusiveness is made very sharp. The line was not drawn 
between Jew and Gentile, or, apparently, between wise and foolish, though 
the Mystery was obviously designed to be preceded and helped by encyclical 
studies. Only an honest desire, coupled with the correct philosophical point 
of view, could bring one in, and in the end no more was needed. After that 
the teaching would apparently be revealed slowly according to the individ- 
ual’s capacity. 

While on the subject of Philo’s requirements for admission to the Mys- 
tery and its teaching it may be well to refer to the fact that there is definite 
evidence that these requirements are to be taken literally, and that there was 
a Mystery of such definite organization as to make “exclusion” much more 
than a figurative expression. That matter must wait for further discussion.”’ 
But here we may anticipate at least by saying that admission meant a defi- 
nite renunciation of pagan religions in both the traditional and mystic forms, 
and purification through the “sacred laws” of Judaism; it implied also piety 
and holiness to the true God and evidence of such a character that the initi- 
ate would be fit for admission. 


Philo begins his Exposition of the true Judaism to Gentiles, then, by set- 
ting before them the philosophic postulates on which the whole Mystery is 
founded. It is impossible to go on, he insists repeatedly, unless these be not 
only understood, but accepted. 


16. Ib., 345. 17. See below, pp. 259 ff. 
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The Exposition assumes the success of the introduction in properly orient- 
ing the mind of the reader. Philo may now take the reader into the Mystic 
teaching as set forth in the great Torah of Moses. The Mystery itself is re- 
vealed to Philo in the Patriarchs, as has been said. The next treatise after the 
De Opificio, the De Abrahamo, begins the review of their lives in which he 
explains how in them the true Way to God has been revealed. We shall 
follow Philo by studying these patriarchs for their mystic significance. 

By way of introduction to their lives as he interprets them it may be well 
to recall that Philo was neither the first nor the last man to look to human 
personalities as the source of revelation of divinity. The great philosophers 
before him had tried to offer man reason and abstract principles as the sav- 
ing force which would lead to the truth and the greater life. But the Hel- 
lenistic Age, as has been pointed out, had rarely followed these great philoso- 
phers in their loyalty to abstractions and in their demand for reason. Every- 
where the tendency was to put even ethical concepts into a concrete form. 
The mystery religions were engrossing the age with their graphic represen- 
tations of ethical and metaphysical truths. Isis or Cybele were apprehensible 
in a way that the ideal xaAdv, or the oiAavOpuria Beco, was not. "Lootnc 
would do as an abstraction for the classic philosophers, but became a god- 
dess in Hellenistic Syria. 

A marked part of this tendency was the increasing regard for what was 
called the Seiog avOpwroc, the human being who had by his virtue raised 
himself, or been raised by God or the gods, to relations with deity so far 
beyond those of ordinary people that he had become in a sense divine. Such 
men were inspiring as models, but still more useful in popular eyes as 
mediators and saviors for other men. The lives of the great sages of the past 
_ came to be regarded as being of more importance than their teachings, be- 
cause by idealizing the philosophers as Seo. avQewroe: people could more 
readily copy the concrete personality than they could make practical judg- 
ments in ethics by applying principles alone. This change, like the other 
distinctive aspects of the Hellenistic Age, seems to have been more a failure 
of the Age to produce great intellectual successors of the early giants, whose 
writings would continue to overshadow in our eyes the writings of men 
who only reflected the point of view of the masses, than any change in the 
masses themselves. From the greatest periods of Greek thought it is apparent 
that the crowd was as unable to follow abstractions, and as eager for con- 
crete and personal representations of truth, as in the Hellenistic Age. When 
Empedocles went abdut among crowds who kept demanding of him a sign 
or a miracle, he himself met them with what they wanted by proclaiming: 


éyw 8° Upiv Bedc auBpotoc, ovKEeTi Ovntdc.3® 


18. Frg. 112 (Diels). 
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The picture is not essentially different from the idealized portrait of Apol- 
lonius of Tyana, the later lives of Plato, and Porphyry’s life of Plotinus. 

For it is the way of the multitude at all times to get their ethical standards 
from a picture, engraved in their hearts rather than in their minds, of an 
ideal personality whom they can follow and imitate. The bravery of William 
Wallace, the chastity of St. Francis, the purity of the Virgin Mary, the 
-mystic achievements of Buddha, the patriotic devotion of Washington, such 
are the inspirations of most of us, not Bravery, Purity, or the Good. The 
Hellenistic World would have found room for either Plato or Plotinus, but 
such great men were not born. So it was the timeless mob that gave the age 
its color, and which was never fully satisfied until it found the ideal Qeioc 
avOpwroc in Jesus of Nazareth. | 

In looking for a personal incarnation of the virtues and divine life to 
which he aspired, Philo was, then, in harmony with the popular aspiration of 
his day and of all days. But it must be recalled that even the greatest philoso- 
phers had gone far toward admitting that abstract truth is best revealed in a 
personality. Plato and Aristotle felt that the highest law would be found 
only in a state which had a personal representative of divine law as an abso- 
lute ruler if such a man could be found. Aristotle said: “Equity is . . . the 
having. an eye not to the law but to the law maker.”*® A general study of the 
phenomenon of the 8eioc avOewmoec is most to be desired. Here I shall only 
point out that the Pythagoreans, with their reverence for the hazy figure of 
Pythagoras, were especially active in building up the conception, to make 
room for their reverence for Pythagoras, and to justify their conception of 
the king. Delatte”® gives us the two following quotations: 


The Pythagoreans posited alongside God and man a distinct third class in their 
reverence for the king or the Wise Man, on the ground that Homer had first 
posited the king as being between gods and men, but had represented the king 
as yielding in honor to the Wise Man.2* 


Delatte suggests that this is an expansion of a notion which Iamblichus?” 
reports from Aristotle: 


Aristotle records in his work on the Pythagorean philosophy that in their secret 
teachings they preserved some such distinction as follows: of the reasoning animal 
there is God as one sort, man as another, and a third that is of the sort repre- 


sented by Pythagoras. 


Reverence for the Seioc avOpwmoc, and the feeling that the problems of 


19. Rhet., I, xii, 17, 1374b 11. 

20. Etudes sur la littérature Pythagoricienne, pp. 120 f. 
21. Schol. in Homer, Il. (W. Dindorf, III) A, 340. 
22. De Pythagorica Vita, V1, 31. 
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personal salvation were to be solved in such a figure, could have come to 
Philo, then, both from the multitude and the philosophers, especially from 
the Pythagoreans. It will appear that in the peculiar intimacy with which 
he associates that notion with the conception of the vouioc Euuxoc his in- 
spiration must largely have come from the Pythagoreans, though whether 
directly or indirectly is another matter. The striking parallel to his thought 
as found in Proclus has already been discussed.” 

_ The great personalities of the Patriarchs could not have been so important 
to Philo had he not been able to orient them with both his loyalty to the 
Torah and to the Greek metaphysics and soteriology. From the Greek point 
of view he saw the Patriarchs as incarnations of what Proclus calls ot aAnOetc 
vouol, and so as the true vouoi Zupuxol, Seior avVOpwrto1, for whom the people 
of the day had long been wistfully looking. It was Philo’s triumphant boast 
that what the Greeks sought in ignorance, the Jews had actually produced. 
If one really wanted to know what the true sophos was or would be like, he 
need not speculate, but only study the records of the characters of the Jew- 
ish Patriarchs. Philo’s Judaism was as much gratified in the lives of the 
Patriarchs as his Greek mysticism and ethical aspiration. For the Jewish 
Law as a whole was in his eyes an attempt to describe the ideal way of life 
of these first great protagonists. 


In the Exposition, De Abrahamo follows De Opificio; it begins: 


As well as we could we have analysed in our former treatise how the creation 
of the world was disposed. But since it is now necessary in due order to investi- 
gate the laws, we shall postpone the consideration of the detailed laws, which are 
in a sense copies, in order to investigate those more general laws which one might 
call their antecedent archetypes. These latter laws are those men who have lived 
irreproachably and nobly, whose virtues have been promulgated in the sacred 
scriptures, not merely to praise them, but in order to exhort those who read them, 
and to lead readers to the like aspiration. For these men were incarnate and vocal 
laws (Euwuyxou xat Aoyixot vouwor), whom Moses has celebrated for two reasons: 
because he wished first to show that the laws of the code are not at variance with 
nature, and second that those who wish to live according to the established Laws 
(of the Torah) are not confronted with a tremendous labor, in as much as these 
original men readily and easily used the legislation even in its unwritten form, 
before a beginning had been made in writing down any of the particular laws. 
So one could properly say that the laws of the Code are nothing but memoirs of 
the life of the ancients, discussions of antiquities, namely the deeds and words 


23. See above, pages 87 f. In normative Jewish tradition the Patriarchs followed the “unwrit- 
ten law,” but it was the Pharisaic traditional law, not the Greek Law of Nature, which they 
had: see II Baruch lvii. In Jubilees the various Patriarchs are represented as teaching details of 
what Philo called the “Specific Laws.” The difference between Philo and normative tradition is 
beautifully clarified in this one point of contrast. 
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of their active careers. For they were not pupils or disciples of anyone, nor did 
they learn what to do or say from teachers, but they were people who heard for 
themselves (attyxoov) and taught themselves (citonateic), clove to what was 
in accordance with nature (dxodovtiav micews aonacaduevor), and, on the 
supposition, as is indeed the fact, that nature herself is the primary Law (xoeofv- 
tatog deoudc), they shot their whole lives through with the fine order of law 
(Gxavta tov Biov novoun noav). They did nothing reprehensible of their own 
volition, while for chance offences they loudly implored God and propitiated Him 
with prayers and supplications in order that they might share in a perfect life 
purged of both deliberate and involuntary offences.?* 


Philo now considers the Patriarchs in detail. There are seven great types 
of achievement in the Pentateuch, though Philo, who might well have 
emphasized this number, does not do so. Enos, Enoch, and Noah are the 
first triad, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob the second, and Moses stands out by 
himself with all the conspicuousnesses Philo likes to give to the One that 
makes the six into seven. The only reason why Philo does not bring out 
this grouping more sharply, it seems to me, is that to do so would be to 
cheapen the other Patriarchs, many of whom he wants occasionally to use 
as types of mystical perfection.”” But it is quite likely that Philo had the 
number seven clearly in mind when he raised to prominence just the seven 
he selected. 

The first triad is in the Exposition of relatively slight importance, and is 
discussed merely as an introduction to Abraham. Each represents a stage 
in the mystic’s ascent. Enos, the first on the list, symbolizes Hope. As such 
he is given the honorable place of fourth in the great line of human gene- 
alogy, a number, Philo tells us, honored alike by Moses and those who 
“cleave to the immaterial and conceptual substances.”** Further a man who 
is hopeful excludes fear, and thus shows that he is looking to good rather 
than evil, which two things (by Pythagoreanism) were completely irrecon- 
cilable.”” Hope is thus something highly advantageous which every law- 
maker tries to put into the souls of his free subjects; but Enos, without any 
such leadership, “trained himself in this virtue by means of that unwritten 
and self-taught Law which nature has ordained.”** Enos is Hope because 

24. Abr., 2-6. 25. As Shem in Sobr., 52-58, 65. 

26. Abr., 13. 


27. In itself the reference to people who admire the dompdtous ovoiag xal vontds, as 
well as the notion that good and evil, as opposite entities, are incapable of intermingling, might 
seem a reference to Platonism as easily as to Pythagoreanism. But since the ovotat here are the 
numbers, and since Plato must have derived his sense of the irreconcilability of forms of oppo- 
sites from the Pythagorean notion of opposites, the reference seems more natural to Pythago- 
reanism. 

28. Abr., 16. In his other writings Philo adds little to this discussion of Enos. See Det., 
138 ff.; OG, i, 79 f. 


130 By Licut, Licut 


an attitude of hope is the first step in mystic achievement, is the “doorkeeper 
which nature has put at the gates leading into the Royal Virtues within.””” 


Enoch typifies the next step, repentance for sins and improvement.” He is 
the man who leaves ignorance for instruction, cowardice for courage, and 
the like, because he is aware that the true regimentation of one’s character 
involves “a genuine and well-lawed rulership which justly dominates all 
things, in contrast to the bastard and falsely called rulers.”** He aims at a 
tranquil stability of soul by aspiring for the davtacia t&v KadGv. But he 
has not yet achieved this. The dominant note of his character is his constant 
desire to get away from sin and sinful associates, a state of uetavoia. It is a 
stage of convalescence, not health, for the convalescent is primarily getting 
away from his illness. He is not yet the perfect man standing very close to 
divine power.®? Here appears a theme which will seem increasingly impor- 
tant in the Mystery, the conception of the mystic as a fugitve or emigrant 
from the confused world of sin inhabited by the great mass of humanity. 
This element is stressed even more strongly in Philo’s summary of the 
Patriarchs at the end of the Exposition.** But it is clear that Philo thinks a 
person can live throughout his life on what is an essentially transitional 
stage. Such is the life of the recluse and student, living away from men, 
always seeking the truth, but never having reached the solution of his prob- 
lems. It too is the life of the tribes of Israel, who have abandoned the sinful 
Egypt, but who wander year after year in the desert of struggle.” 

Of Enoch Philo tells us in the Quaestiones that his repentance was specifi- 
cally the purifying of himself from all injustice, and his reaching the pleni- 
tude of perfect virtue.*° Enoch’s translation was from the realm of the visible 
into an incorporeal idea, appreciable only by the intellect,** an end that came 
alike to him and Elijah. In the Allegory*’ it would appear that the experi- 
ence of Enoch was not so unusual, but simply represents the fact that those 
who are lovers of virtue escape from the sinful life of the mob and are not 
found in it and by it, since God has translated them into immortal yévy. 
That is, the experience would be that of one who has left the life of men to 
achieve transformation in the mystical ascent. It must have been in some 
such way as this that Enoch would have been commonly presented, since 
his actual translation could have offered no hope for any of his followers. 


29. Abr., 15. 

30. Ib., 17: Tt} EL TOIg GuaEtaVOLEVOLS PETaVOLA xal BEATiMotc. 

31. Ib., 25. These vétou xal wevdmvupnor Gexai must be the parts of the body or soul, or 
sense perceptions. See the Appendix. 
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Noah, the last of the first triad, represents Justice. As such he has con- 
quered his lower passions, and has left once and for all the “confusion” of 
sinful society and of the life of conflict with his own lower nature. In pos- 
sessing justice he possesses all the other virtues, and is at the same time 
pleasing to God. What could be a clearer demonstration of kahoxayabia? By 
means of his justice, then, that is his conquest of the lower passions and per- 
fection in virtue, he has won God’s favor, and with it the ultimate objective, 
evdaipovia.?® 

The reward of such an achievement is that Noah was exempt from the 
general calamity of the sinful race, and became the founder of a new race 
of men.®® Philo’s account of the flood which destroyed Noah’s contempora- 
ries is one of his most brilliant descriptive passages.*° From all this Noah 
was spared, thereby showing that the one righteous man is of more value 
than all the rest of corrupt humanity.” And yet, like the other two mem- 
bers of this triad, Noah’s perfection in Sikatoouvn was only a partial perfec- 
tion as compared with that of the great triad to come. Philo explains the 
relative imperfection by saying that Noah’s achievement was that of having 
left sin and come to righteousness, while the Patriarchs who followed were 
perfect from the beginning.*” The first triad had virtues analogous to those 
of childhood, the second to those of people who are. fully developed for the 
second struggle, the aywv, in which they will win a victory over the oppos- 
ing passions.*® But I do not think this really represents the point of Philo’s 
contrast, for of the later triad, only Isaac was thus perfect from the begin- 
ning. The real point appears in the review of the Patriarchs in De Praemits 
et Poenis, 24-26, where it seems that, in contrast to the first triad, the second 
was able to rise above the circle of the earth and arrive at heaven. Abraham 
was the first to get to truth, which, as we shall see, means the abandoning of 
everything material and created.** Noah would by this contrast appear to be 
the man who achieved the lower height of self-discipline and control, the 
domination of his lower members by his reason, but not the higher life in 
which those lower members are themselves forgotten or left behind as rea- 
son turns to the immaterial realm for its sphere of activity.*° Noah’s achieve- 
ment might be compared to that of the “merely moral man” so often 
preached against by Protestant clergymen. The “moral man” has indeed 
done much to live the life he does. His superiority to the mass of sinners is 


freely recognized, valued more highly by Philo than by the Protestants, it 


38. Abr., 32-35. 39. Ib., 46. 40. Ib., 40-45. 

41. As is brought out in the later summary of the Patriarchs, Praem., 22. 

42. Abr., 47. 
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may be added, but both agree that morality which is an end in itself is defi- 
nitely inferior to a life in which morality is regarded as a by-product of the 
experience of God. 

In view of the difficulty of understanding exactly what was Philo’s con- 
trast between Noah and the Patriarchs of higher achievement it is worth 
seeing what Philo says on the subject in some of his other writings. In the 
Allegory*® the question of Noah’s achievement is canvassed. Noah’s having 
found grace with God is described as meaning that Noah discovered that 
all things, earth, air, fire, sun, stars, heaven, and all animals and plants, are 
the grace of God. “God has given His good things to the universe as a whole 
and to its several parts,’ which He has done not because He judged the 
universe worthy of such a gift but by virtue of His own Beneficent Power.*" 
Philo gets this explanation, he says, from the fact that Noah was pleasing 
to “the Lord God,” that is to the two Powers represented in that double 
title, the Creative or Beneficent Power and the Royal Power. This was the 
height of Noah’s achievement. Moses in contrast was pleasing to the One 
whose body-guard these two Powers are, and which can be conceived of 
apart from them only as pure Being.** The wisdom of Noah was only a 
likeness of Moses’ wisdom, and so while Moses got grace from 6 Ov auvtéc, 
Noah had it only from the subject Powers. Philo’s route for arriving at this 
goal has been circuitous, but the end result is clear. In contrast with Moses, 
Noah went only as far as the Powers. And so the conclusion is clear for the 
Mystery. The true goal for us all is to rise like Moses to 6 Ov or to 6 Tol 
évtoc Adyoc. But if that is too great to be thought of, then “without turning 
go to God’s Powers and make yourself a suppliant to them, until they accept 
the constancy and genuineness of your service and appoint you to take a 
place among those who are well pleasing to them, even as they did with 
Noah.”*° The descendants of such a man are the virtues.°° In another brief 
and isolated passage Noah is of praiseworthy constitution and origin, ap- 
parently one of the class that stands next below God. He has discovered that 
grace comes only from God and not from any aspect of creation.” Four 
other treatises of the Allegory take their departure from texts about Noah, 
De Agricultura, De Plantatione, De Ebrietate, De Sobrietate, but actually 
they leave their texts so far behind in general discussions of the subjects that 
nothing much is added to our knowledge of the interpretation of the 
Patriarch himself. One small passage is, however, of the greatest importance. 
The ark, we learn, in which Noah took refuge, and into which all the wild 
animals were brought, was “a figure of the body which has been compelled 


46. Immut., 104-110. 

47. Accepting Wendland’s conjecture for reading §108. 

48. Ib., 109: Moses was pleasing tH Sogumogovpéev@ mQed¢ tHOv Svvduswv xal dSixa 
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to make room for the untamed and savage pests of the passions and vices.” 
This figure must be recalled when we come to the catacombs and find the 
great consistent type of deliverance of the sainted soul from the body to be 
Noah emerging white robed from the ark. 

In discussing the Mystery it is going to prove impossible to represent Philo 
as consistent in his symbolism. The Mystery itself becomes consistent al- 
though the place in the Mystery of many Old Testament types is not always 
by any means certain. It is notable that both in the Allegory and in the 
Exposition Noah was restricted so that he could recognize God only through 
cosmic tokens, in contrast to Abraham who went on to the Truth, and to 
Moses who went on to 6 HV autoc. The passage in the Allegory would make. 
it clear that Noah went beyond the cosmic tokens to the Creative Power, 
while the Exposition would suggest that he did not get to the immaterial 
world at all. I should myself be inclined to think that Philo has understated 
himself in the Exposition rather than overstated himself in the Allegory. 
Noah, as a great model Patriarch, must, in Philo’s mind, have got beyond the 
universe to at least some experience of the Immaterial. This figure is much 
more elaborately worked out in our third and chief source for Noah, the 
Quaestiones in Genesin. 

Here it appears that the career of Noah illustrates the great battle between 
the flesh with its appetites and the soul or mind, the contrast between men 
who are of the flesh and those who are sons cf God.** For the men of flesh 
are the enemies of those virtues which constitute the road to God and lead 
one along it.°* Noah’s ark is elaborately developed as representing the body,” 
in contrast to the Ark of the Covenant which symbolizes as a whole the 
koopoc voytoc.”* In contrast with the wicked race that must perish, Noah, as 
endowed with virtue, is the heir of the divine substance, and so has himself 
become a treaty between God and good men (men of reason) to be their 
possession and glory.°’ That is, he is their savior, or high priest. The figure 
Philo has in mind, then, is of the soul of the mystic in his body, the ark. The 
flood itself is the washing away of the sins. 


The flood is a symbol of spiritual dissolution.** When therefore we wish by the 
grace of the Father to discard and wash away all the sensible and corporeal things 
with which like swelling ulcers the intellect was infected, the muddy slime is 
cleaned off as though by a flood at the coming of a sweet flow and a drinkable 
stream.°? 


52. Plant., 43. | 53. OG, 1, 92, 99. 
54. Ib., 99. 55. OG, 11, 1-7; cf. Plant., 43. 
56. OG, il, 4. 57. Ib., 10. 


58. This spiritualis dissolutio seems to me not to represent Philo’s original, which from the 
context must have been some word for “cleansing.” 


59. OG, il, 15. 
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Philo does not tell us what this purifying stream from God is, but it is obvi- 
ously the flowing into men of God’s grace, the spiritual drink of the divine 
fluid that will constantly reappear as a part of the mystic’s experience. 

Yet Noah is still in the ark, as one who, though now purified from every 
sin, is still not developed positively so that his intellect is put into such a 
condition as to be wholly incorporeal.*° When the flood subsides he sends 
out the raven, the last vestige of dark folly in his soul.*t He then begins to 
send out his virtue, the dove, which goes out from him like the radiation of 
the sun, without diminishing the source.*? So long as there was no one to 
receive this virtue, it returned to him who sent it out. But later it could stay 
away (because by the allegory there are those who can receive it), and so 
Noah’s virtue has become a common good to all who will receive the emana- 
tions of wisdom.” At last Noah himself is ready to come forth from the ark, 
the body, and in so doing symbolizes the intellect that wishes to spring up- 
wards because of the desire for heavenly things. He, as the intellect, accord- 
ingly bursts through every sort of (bodily) concupiscence, with the result 
that by getting away from that which has been an obscuring veil the intel- 
lect can direct its senses to naked and incorporeal natures.°* So Noah comes 
to the uncreated Essence itself, to which he has always been the friend.® 

This is the main experience of Noah. But as the story develops further, 
Philo adds a few details of interest. During his stay in the ark, that is during 
his period of purification, his business had been to purify himself of the body 
absolutely. So he had been kept, like all the other inhabitants of the ark, 
from sexual intercourse, but after he went out the command was that they 
increase and multiply; which means that the purified and glorified intellect 
returns to the body to regiment it completely with the new virtue.** This 
salvation of the body had been pointed out earlier as the ultimate ideal. The 
proper intellect benefits the body by cutting off its worst desires, and the 
body is saved with the soul.” So long as man is indulging in sins the body 
is a corpse that has to be borne about; but when God makes the soul “dry,” 
he quickens also the body by animating it with a purer soul.®* The best 
figure for this complete renewal and use of the body is toward the end, 
where Noah is the farmer cultivating the body.” 

Throughout Philo has been careful to orient the experience of Noah with 


60. OG, ii, 25. 61. Ib., 35. 62. Ib., 38-40. 
63: Ib., 44. 64. Ib., 46. 65. Ib., 16. 
66. Ib., 49. 67. Ib., 11. 


68. Ib., 12: “Quoniam si vini potu, ciborum exquisitione, feminarum ardenti desiderio et 
omnino molli lubricaque vita utamur, cadaveris gestatores sumus in corpore. Si vero miseratus 
deus avertat vitiorum illuviem et aridam reddat animam, incipiet vivificare atque animare 
corpus mundiori anima, cuius sapientia est moderatrix.” This conception alone makes clear 
Paul’s “redemption of the body” in Romans viii, the experience which Paul has not yet 
achieved. See the Appendix. 

69. OG, ii, 67. 
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the God of the Mystery, God who expresses Himself in the Logos with the 
two Powers. The ark of the body is contrasted with the ark of the immate- 
rial Essence, the Ark of the Covenant.” The purging flood was sent by the 
Ruling Power of God, though that Power did not act apart from the Benefi- 
cent or Creative Power.’ Having passed through the stage where the Royal 
Power with its punitive and purging action has been predominant, and be- 
come now pure, Noah directs the sacrifices he makes after his emergence 
from the ark to the Creative and Beneficent Power.’” His offering is his 
purified sense life, the offering that represents the final achievement of one 
who has gone the whole course of the divine plan.” But as before the Crea- 
tive Power was present in the activity of the Royal Power, so now the latter 
is there with the Creative Power to receive the sacrifices.* Philo never wants 
to be caught making the Powers into distinctive beings in the Gnostic sense, 
however helpful they may be in explaining the mystic ascent. 

Since he has been worked upon by both Powers Noah is made into a 
microcosm and a man of God alike. For he had in himself the elements and 
creative factors of the world, but also qualities peculiar to God Himself.” 
Noah’s experience is summed up in that he is represented as having been 
made into the equal, not of the second Adam who was made from clay in 
the second story of Creation, but of that Primal Adam who was the Form 
of the material Adam, and who was himself imrnaterial and in the likeness 
of the Logos.” This is the sort of Man, it will be recalled, to whom Law 
could not come as commands. He had risen above this as above all other 
earthly things. And those who become Wise Men (like Noah, we under- 
stand) develop souls that can completely dominate their bodies.” 

So the story of Noah and the flood is a revelation of the Royal Road to 
God, the road of Sophia,’* the Road of the Mystery. It will be recalled that 
he had also, in the Exposition, been represented as one of the vopot Eupuxol, 
though little was made of him as such. 


Great as Noah can be represented, when Philo is briefly schematizing for 
Gentiles Noah is relatively inferior, like Enos and Enoch, to the next great 
triad of Patriarchs. Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are the fully perfect men. 
True they too are distinguished from each other in that Abraham repre- 
sents virtue derived from instruction, Isaac virtue from natural endowment, 
and Jacob virtue achieved by effort,”® but as a matter of fact each man laid 


70. Ib., 4. 71. Ib. 16. 72. Ib., 51. 
73. Ib., 52. 74. Ib., 53. 75. Ib. 75. 
76. Ib., 56. 447. Ib 


78. OG, i, 99. The Law of Wisdom appears in QG, ii, 41, and the story of Noah is the Law 
of Wisdom in Ib., 12. 

79. Abr., 52: ABoadp obpBodov Sidacxadixijis doetis tot, Ioadx, muvorxijs, Iaxof, 
GOXNTUXTS. 
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claim to all three types of virtue and only was distinguished by the virtue 
that was predominant in his particular case. For actually each of the three 
types of virtue is impossible without the other two.®° 

For the Mystery a highly important statement follows. Not only are each 
of the three men all of virtue with especial emphasis upon one virtue, but 
they are more than individual men. They are, as virtues, each a xdeic of 
God, are together the three xapitec, which are Suvapeic of God. So the 
expression “God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob” means God who through 
His Powers gives gracious and perfect gifts to the soul.** This sounds at first 
like the merest fancy. But it will be of interest to see how literally Philo 
meant just that, that the great Patriarchs had become so identified with the 
Powers of God that they became a medium for the giving of God’s higher 
gifts to men. | 

For Philo goes on to explain that this august triad was made into “a royal 
priesthood and holy race.”*? This race has got the name of Israel, that is 
“Seeing God,” and is distinguished by the fact that it has the vision of God at 
the end of the mystic Road, the highest possible achievement, to which 
vision God draws the soul up the Road by the action of the divine Powers.® 
This is not a reference to the race of Israel, but first to the Patriarchs, and 
then to those who got the vision, whether Jew or Gentile, and only to those. 
For the true successors of the Patriarchs, who have themselves been thus 
elevated, are not those descended from them in the flesh but their spiritual 
successors. 

We have at last got the general distinguishing feature of the great Patri- 
archal triad. Whatever was the achievement of the first triad, the second 
triad is marked by having come through with the help of the Powers to the 
end of the mystic Road, and by having been given the vision of God. As such 
they are not only themselves holy, but are a “royal priesthood,” a phrase 
which Philo does not here elaborate, but which comes clearly to mean that 
they have priestly power in the Mystery to bring others up to their own 
experience. Philo is now ready to go on to consider the three Patriarchs indi- 
vidually. 

First Abraham. 


Abraham was zealous for piety, the highest and greatest virtue, and so he 
eagerly followed God and obeyed His commands, on the supposition that the 


80. Abr., 53. ote yao Sidacxadiav &vev micews 7 doxnoews tTEAcLwdjvor Suvatov 
ovte mois éni négas gotiv éAdsiv ixavy diya tod wadeiv xal doxijoat ote Koxnots, 
ei uh rootepeAtwdein qicer te xal Srdacxadig. 

81. Abr., 54. 

82. Ex. xix, 6. I omit the xat between Bacidetov and tegatevpa, as Cohn suggests, to agree 
with the Hebrew and LXX. 

83. Abr., 56-59. Note especially the last sentence: && tHv attod duvdpewv avaxgepdoas 
TH woxny 6 tedc 6Axnq Suvatwmtéeg mEdc¢ Eauvtdv ExtoNdoNnTaL. 
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commands were not merely those published by speech and writing, but just as 
much those indicated by the more evident signs of nature which the truest of the 
senses (sight) apprehends rather than the untrustworthy and uncertain sense of 
hearing. For anyone who observes the order in nature and the cosmic polity 
which is beyond any verbal description learns, though not a word has been said, 


to make his life setvonov xal eignvixdv by paying close regard to the imitation of 
TO xoAa.24 


So Abraham is to be described as the vouoc Eu uxoc. In developing such a 
thesis, Philo is somewhat limited by the actual story of Abraham’s life as it 
is told in Genesis. But he schematizes the material cleverly for his purpose. 
The vouoc éupuxoc is one who has found God, and committed himself to 
Him in so complete a way that his life flowers in perfect virtue of inner 
adjustment and outer act. It is to be noted that for Philo the act or attitude 
of Abraham which made him into this higher type is described as his follow- 
ing God, obeying God’s commands, conforming himself to the material uni- 
verse which he could learn from observation, and imitating ta kaAa. To call 
this all Stoicism is obviously a mistake. “Following God” is a Neo-Pythago- 
rean concept®* as much as conforming oneself to the material world is Stoic, 
while “obeying God’s commands” is a recognizable Jewish notion alongside 
the Platonic conception of imitating ta kaAa. Of the lot it will appear that 
the Platonic and Neo-Pythagorean conceptions are the ones Philo is chiefly 
following. 

The migration of Abraham from his home in Chaldea at the call of God 
is taken by Philo as the migration from erroneous opinion about the charac- 
ter of God to recognition of the truth. The Chaldeans, he says, were people 
engrossed in astronomy to such an extent that they had no notion of ¥ 
dépatoc kal voyty ovcia, recognized only the visible ovoia, and so identified 
God with the world itself. Abraham migrated out from this into the dis- 
covery that above the world was its Creator and Ruler, and that the order 
of nature was not an inherent property of the material world, but the work 
of God.** Philo repeats his point so often that his general meaning is un- 


mistakable in spite of some difficult details.*’ The philosophy he is ascrib- 


84. Abr., 60 f. 

85. See for example Hippodamus, ap. Stobaeus, IV, xxxix, 26 (Wachs., V, 910, ll. 19 ff.). 

86. Abr., 70. In all types of Judaism Abraham is celebrated as the hero who broke from 
polytheism for monotheism. The material has been collected in Beer, Leban Abrahams (1859), 
Chapters I and II. See also Jewish Encyclopedia, I, 84-87, and Box, The Apocalypse of Abra- 
ham, pp. 88-94. Abraham’s legendary conflict with his father may be a reflection of Zoroaster’s 
similar conflict. See A. V. W. Jackson, Zoroastrian Studies (1928), p. 19; Zoroaster (1901), 
pp. 26 ff. 

87. The most difficult passage is in Abr., 69, the statement: XaAdaior yao év toig padtota 
dStaxovyicavtes Goteovopiav xal ndvtA Taic xvioEot TOV GotéQuv avatévtes tréAaBov 
olxovopeiodar ta év xdou@ Svuvdpeow, Gc neoiexovow aoiduol xal dovdpdv avadoyiar 
“tA. The whole passage, beginning from G&¢ weQuéyovot and continuing six lines, is written 
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ing to the “Chaldeans” is strange enough. It may be that he is referring to 
Babylonian tradition, but Babylonian scholars would be amazed to learn 
that the Babylonians taught that tov koopov autov eivat Geov,®* to the ex- 
clusion of any personal divine agencies or rulerships. Philo is of course right 
in saying that the Chaldeans were interested in astronomy and saw great 
power in the stars as controlling mavta. But when he says that Abraham, in 
going from them to Canaan, went from materialistic pantheism to theism 
he is attacking not the Chaldeans but the Stoics and scientists of his own 
environment. 

It is Philo’s passionate sense of the contrast between theism and materialis- 
tic pantheism, expressed here and frequently throughout his writings, that 
distinguishes him preéminently from the Stoics, including, in my opinion, 
Posidonius,®** and which marks him, for all his Stoic traces, as fundamentally 
a Pythagorean Neo-Platonist. 

When Abraham left materialistic pantheism he went to Charran, the land 
of the senses, to begin at the bottom to observe the world for himself.°° Buz 
the senses are useless without the mind to interpret their perceptions. When 
Abraham’s mind had thus been freed of false opinion, so that it could con- 
sider the world, he at once concluded that there must be a mind behind the 
visible universe as there is one behind the material aspects of a man. First 
he got this as a conception, since he could not with his physical sight endure 
the contemplation of the divine Light-Rays.”* And yet his getting the right 
conception was followed by God’s revealing Himself to Abraham, for the 
right conception had removed the veil that made such a vision impossible, 
though even then God had to take the initiative in revealing Himself to 
Abraham, since without special action of God no man can get the Vision.” 


in by a late hand in one of the best mss., and the clause Gg . . . &vaAoyiat is omitted in the 
Armenian translation. The insertion of that clause makes nonsense of the passage, for it is in- 
credible that Philo thought of dgudud@v avodoyiot as material entities, while the passage is 
quite coherent without it. For the statements in the text above see Abr., 70 f., 77£., 84, 88. See 
also OG, iii, 1; Mig., 178 ff.; Som., i, 47-60; Cong., 49. 

88. Adr., 69. 

89. Evidence that Posidonius left the Stoic pantheism for a genuine theism is marshalled by 
Heinemann. Posezdonios, II, 308-312. The only material he can quote of any cogency is the 
pseudo-Aristotelian De Mundo, which, I have indicated elsewhere, is by no means to be taken 
indiscriminately as evidence for Posidonius’ teaching. See my “Neo-Pythag. Source,” pp. 153 ff. 
Heinemann’s “evidence” only goes to prove that there is no reason for thinking that Posidonius 
ever took such a step. It is true that Diogenes Laertius (vil, 134) does represent Posidonius as 
teaching dU0 doxai, TO MOLOtV xal TO mdOXOV' TO WEV OVV doxXOV elvan tHV GoLOV Ovciav 
tTHV LAnV, TO SE oLvcotv tov év ati Adyov tov dedv. Whatever this might be made to 
appear to mean, it could not have meant any departure from the regular Stoic doctrine, since 
Diogenes Laertius simply lists Posidonius after Zeno and Chrysippus as teaching this doctrine, 
and in general the same doctrine of the panmaterial God (vii, 148). The only positive direct 
evidence available, then, puts Posidonius in his doctrine of God directly with the founders of 
Stoicism, whose pantheistic materialism is here and elsewhere sufficiently attested. 
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This vision was a “running up” of his mind to a ovoic higher than the 
visible puoic, the @UoIc vonty, which he saw, and with it the Being who is 
ruler and creator of both these natures.”* So his name was changed, to signify 
that he had become the Sophos. 

The next step is the union of Virtue with Abraham’s own nature which is 
now oriented in his voc. Philo is discussing the saving of Sarah from the 
lustful advances of the king of Egypt. He thinks well to omit Abraham’s 
apparent timidity in representing her as his sister, for he insists that Abra- 
ham typifies the virtuous mind (apparently because of his having achieved 
the correct notion of God) whose union with Virtue is here given divine 
protection. 

Here we meet for the first time in the story of the Patriarchs the peculiar 
bisexual functions of the Female Principle,°° and confused as the passage at 
first appears to be, it must be quoted: 


The marriage in which pleasure unites people achieves the union of bodies; but 
the marriage which Sophia consummates unites Perfect Virtue with minds (Aoyto- 
ol) that aspire for purity. These two kinds of marriage are in contrast to each 
other. For in the physical marriage it is the male who sows the seed and the 
female who receives it. But in the union that takes place within souls Virtue, 
although she might seem to be the wife, has by nature the power of sowing seeds 
of good intentions and virtuous speeches, and expositions of doctrines that are 
profitable for life, while the reason, though apparently the husband, actually re- 
ceives the sacred and divine seeds. Perhaps what I have said is put in a false light 
by the verbal difficulty that votc is grammatically a masculine word and dgeth 
feminine. But if one will take off the darkening veil of words and look at the 
bare facts he will perceive clearly that Virtue is masculine by nature in as much 
as it sets in motion and dispenses and introduces®® noble ideas of noble actions 
and utterances, and that the reason is moved and trained and benefited and in 
general put into a passive role, which passivity is the only condition in which it 
can be saved.®” 


This explanation, Philo specifically tells us, is not original with himself. 
He has learned it from “men versed in natural philosophy (pvoiKol avdeec) 
who interpreted this passage ingeniously.”** It is notable at once that mar- 
riage with apety is marriage with Sophia. The two terms are interchange- 
able for the Female Principle formulation of the Light-Stream. Abraham's 
spiritual advance is going throughout to be developed according to both 
formulations, that of the Female Principle and that of the Powers. By this 
passage, advance is a matter of the mystic marriage. The human mind must 

93. Abr., 88. 94. Ib., 81 ff. Cf. Praem., 58. 

95. See above, pp. 17 ff. 

96. The word is txnxet, “cause to echo,” or, “reecho.” For Philo’s peculiar use of the word 


see Leisegang, Index, s.v. 
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put itself into such an attitude of passivity that it becomes female as over 
against the masculine activity of Sophia or apety. The impossibility of one’s 
achieving Sophia in any other way than by thus playing the female réle is 
well brought out by Philo’s interpretation of the humiliation of the king of 
Egypt. He desired to have relations with Sarah, as Sophia or apety. But he 
is the lower mind, the voc otAoowuatoc. He, as an assertive, masculine 
activity aspired to Sophia. But Sophia, or apety, will have nothing to do 
with a person in whom the lower mind is so strong that it cannot be com- 
pletely subdued. It is Abraham, the man who had made so good a start by 
getting his own voUc in a proper attitude toward God, who gets Virtue 
herself by humiliation of the lower mind.” 

Philo does not pull this allegorizing together, but its meaning is clear. 
The man who has come to the right opinion about God humiliates himself, 
and is then given Virtue, the divine principle, which fills his mind with 
good seeds, develops it into being itself virtuous, and puts the lower mind 
into complete subjection. Virtue does not wait until this battle between the 
two minds has been fought out, but comes into a man when she sees that 
with her help the battle can be hopefully joined. The result is that now the 
man who has come into right conceptions of God has been met by divine 
power, and has come through to a properly integrated personality in Virtue. 

Abraham is now ready for the next step, the vision of God, and to receive 
God as guest within himself. The section*®® is one of the least coherent of 
the treatise, with many digressions into which we need not go. The descrip- 
tion centers about the coming of the “three men” to Abraham’s house, and 
the consequent destruction of the cities of Pentapolis. One important passage 
repeats that God does not come into the soul of a man unless it is properly 
regimented under the mastership of the mind, while, as in the relation with 
Sarah as Virtue, the mind is developed by God’s, or the divine Powers’, 
coming into it: 


For how could the divine Powers ever have endured to enter (a human habita- 
tion or soul) at all, unless they had known that like the well organized crew of a 
ship all the inhabitants were obedient to a single command, that of the master 
who is in a sense their pilot? And how could they have given the impression of 
being feasted and entertained if they had not recognized that their host was akin 
to them and a fellow servant who had run for refuge to their own master? Fur- 
ther it must be understood that at their very entrance all the parts of the house- 
hold increased in goodness, for there was breathed upon them a breath of perfect 
virtue.?° 


The three visitors are the two Powers, the Ruling and the Creative Powers 


99. Abr., 103, 106. too. Ib., 107-176. 
tor. Ib., 116. 
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of God, with their connecting principal, elsewhere spoken of as the hoyoc2 
These appear as three to the beginner, though to the man who is more ad- 
vanced the two Powers are recognized as only aspects of the One, and a 
vision of them as one is vision of 6 dvtwe dv.t°? The value of the threefold 
appearance is that some men who cannot rise to the full vision can yet aspire 
to the good things of God and be richly rewarded as he comes to appreciate 
the Creating and Benefiting Power of God. One who cannot rise even to 
this height can at least appreciate that God punishes evil through His Ruling 
Power, and can thus propitiate God and thereby escape punishment.** But 
Abraham is the man who rises above both of these lower incentives to aspire 
to God for His own sake. 

After a considerable digression on the significance of the five cities of the 

e e ; 9 ° s 
plain, Philo goes on to the next great event of Abraham’s life, as he sees it, 
his sacrifice of Isaac. The birth of Isaac, which might have given him large 
grounds for allegory, does not fit into his explanation of the development of 
Abraham’s own character. It was probably discussed more fully in the lost 
De Isaaco. He describes the sacrificial scene with great feeling and power, 
dilating upon the extraordinary love which Abraham had for Isaac as the 
son of his old age and as his only son, and as a boy of great inherent loveli- 
ness. The boy represented ultimately “laughter,” he says,*°° and “laughter” 
means that highest evSaipovia for which the good man aspires, and which 
is the ultimate goal of all Pythagorean and Platonic morality and mysticism. 
Yet it is not the natural property of man, for man is a creature of sorrow 
while God alone has natural eUéatpovia.*°® Man must then be ready to sacri- 
fice his own aspiration for evdaipovia in a complete dedication to make him- 
self subject to God. God will, as He did to Abraham, give him evdaipovia, 
but it must come as a gift from God, a reward, while man centers his atten- 
tion not on the quest for happiness but on the complete dedication of him- 
self, including all his joys, to God. Even so, man never has happiness in the 
full and unmixed sense in which it appears in God.’ 

102. See above, pp. 25, 30 ff. 103. Abr., 119-125. 
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XXxIx, 27 (Wachs., V, 917 Il. 12 ff.). 
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With this description Philo feels that he has represented the fulness of 
Abraham’s character as concerns his relation to God. Beginning with an 
apprehension of the existence of God as a true doctrine Abraham went on 
to regiment his own nature so that the mind was completely dominant, and 
free to look up to God. He was met with two dispensations: he was solidified 
in his virtuous life by the immediate action of Virtue within him, the mystic 
marriage, and then he was able to go on to a mystic vision of God in His 
true nature. To God as He was now fully apprehended he dedicated his life 
completely, even to the abandoning of the quest for happiness, and was 
finally rewarded by being given happiness in God. Many more things could 
be said on the subject, says Philo, but this is adequate.*°° 

But piety, the right relation with God, fundamental as it is, is not a com- 
plete picture of the life of such a character as Abraham. Along with piety 
is the problem of the relation with other people. 


For piety and love of one’s fellow men (piiaviewmia) belong to the same 
nature, and so we must look for each in connection with the same individual, his 
holiness toward God and his justice toward men.? 


The remaining part of the treatise is accordingly devoted to showing how 
Abraham excelled in the four cardinal virtues of justice, courage, self-control, 
and wisdom. | 

Abraham’s justice appeared in his allowing Lot to choose the part of the 
country he preferred.**® As this concession was made also in the interest of 
peace, Abraham is likewise shown to be a man of peace.™™* 


So then 6 Gotetos is not only peaceful and qthodixatoc, but is also brave and 
warlike; not for the sake of fighting—for he was not contentious and strife-loving 
—but with a view to guaranteeing peace for the future which his adversaries 
were destroying.**? 


The bravery of Abraham appeared in his fighting with the kings to rescue 
Lot.* Philo has the story in the main correctly, but he loses sight of the 
recorded events, and of the lesson of bravery he is trying to draw from the 


best teachers of the Christian experience, who have always insisted that the deepest joys of life 
are to be found by abandoning the conscious quest for happiness in an all-consuming aspira- 
tion for a pure character and the right relation with God. Such teaching is psychologically 
sound. Enduring happiness is a by-product from some interest which is in itself so engrossing 
that it dominates and thus harmonizes the entire personality. By striving immediately and con- 
sciously for the harmony we can never achieve it. 

108. Aér., 208. 

109. Ib. It will be noticed that Sixaroovy is here often a generic term for virtue. 

110. Ib., 208-209. 

111. The incident also typifies for Philo the victory of the higher mind over the pleasure 
loving mind in the individual. 

112. Abr., 225. 113. Ib., 225-244. 
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story, to return to an almost constant theme in the treatise, the conquest of 
the mind over the revolting members.*** 

The third virtue, self-control, appeared in two incidcits of Abraham’s life. 
His sexual abstemiousness was shown in that, while he had intercourse with 
Hagar, it was only to get a child, and when that was accomplished he had no 
more to do with her. His emotional control appeared in his mourning for 
Sarah. He did not cultivate amaQeia, nor did he go into an uncontrolled 
grief, but took the mean rather than the extremes, and without being angry 
with nature for taking her due he endured the affliction mildly and gently.**° 
The conception of owppoouvy is clearly Aristotelian, even to the rejection 
of amaSeia,*® but Aristotle does not make a great point of the latter, and it 
seems that in rejecting anaQeia Philo is rather opposing the Stoic ideal than 
slavishly following Aristotle.*” The result of owppocuvy is that its possessor 
becomes a king. The kingship of the virtuous man is not by any means 
necessarily combined with authority in the political realm, but is a gift of 
God. He does not subject his fellows by violence: 


he becomes a source of evil to no man, but rather makes all his subjects possess 
and use good things, for he proclaims to them peace and etvopta.t® 


Philo does not explain who these “subjects” are: he seems rather to be speak- 
ing freely of the natural leadership of the wise and virtuous over those who 
will look to him for guidance, and the gift of peace and fine legal regimenta- 
tion from such a man is an inner benefit passed on by the voyoc Eppuxoc 
rather than an external authority. But it is to be noticed that Philo has not 
lost the opportunity to bring the discussion back to its point, the power of 
the ideal man to give out legal regimentation and its benefits to others. 
The last virtue which Abraham has achieved by his devotion to God, and 
manifested to men, is wisdom (dpovyoic or codia). Philo comes to wisdom 
by praising Abraham’s faith. [liotic is the queen of the virtues;* it is a 


114. The four kings who ruled over the five kings of Sodom are of course the four passions, 
pleasure, desire, zear, and pain, to which passions the five senses contribute. Abraham is the 
Abyos, here the higher mind which conquers them and introduces into the whole soul td 
Evvonov xai Sixorov a&vtl maQavopiag xal G&dixtas, and overthrows tyranny and arbitrary 
rule to put in democracy (Aér., 242). Philo does not make much of the latter and indeed he 
could not, for democracy was no conception really applicable for Philo to the soul in which 
mind is properly king. It is the law of the whole which Philo has in mind, in contrast to the 
law of the members. Cf. Edr., 105 ff. 

115. Abr., 257. 116. Eth. Nic., 1104b 24. 

117. Philo used the word éxdbera with favor when it was a matter of the warfare of the 
soul with passion and the lower mind (LA, II, 100-102, 128 ff.), but he did not mean the 
complete dafeva of the Stoic as over against life’s experiences. In fact we have here another 
of the frequent contradictions of Philo. In one mood he could talk of the complete destruction 
of the passions, in another mood virtue meant the golden mean. As in all his dealings with 
the problems of asceticism and withdrawal from the world, he vacillates between the two con- 
ceptions of control and abnegation. 

118. Abr., 261. 119. Ib., 270. 
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complete trust in God to the exclusion of any trust in so-called material 
goods. Faith is a hastening to God, and so a direction of the soul into a safe 
and unshaken path. But such action is wisdom, and the Sophos is TG dvtt 
mpditoc tol avOpwnwv yevouc. His primacy among the race of men is 
analogous to the primacy of the pilot in a ship, of the ruler in a state, of the 
general in war, of the soul in the body, of voc in the soul, of the heaven 
in the cosmos, and of God in the heaven.’*° But this list, we know from 
Philo’s other works, implied the notion of the ruler-owtyp, for each of these 
named was the savior in his own province.’ 

To be a savior as these were saviors, Philo goes on to say, is to be more 
than a man. God talked to Abraham “no longer as though He were speak- 
ing with a human being, but as a friend with a friend.”*”” To be the VOUOC 
Euuxoc in the full sense was of course to be a savior, and, by Hellenistic 
thought, in some sense divine. Philo develops the conception he is applying 
to Abraham to the point of making him more than human, but does not 
say what he meant by Abraham’s being “no longer a human being.” 

Philo is now ready to pull all these details together. Abraham has ap- 
peared to be the man who advanced from a right conception of God to 
achieving, by God’s help, ideal Virtue in the regimentation of his inner life 
and suppression of his lower mind, from which, again by God’s help, he 
could go on to a vision of God Himself. This gave him power to perfect 
himself in the great virtues. By being thus rounded out he is more than a 
man, he is in a sense on a plane of equality with God, and so becomes the 
captain of salvation for all men after him. In order that the legal significance 


of the whole conception may not be overlooked, Philo concludes the treatise 
On Abraham with the words: 


God adds to the multitude and magnitude of the praises of the wise man what 
might be regarded as the chief one, namely that “this man fulfilled the divine 
law and all the divine commandments” (Gen. xxvi, 5), for he had been taught 
not by anything written but by the unwritten Nature, and was anxious to follow 
health-bringing and wholesome impulses. And when God has borne witness to a 
thing, how can men regard the matter as anything but certain? Such was the 


120. Abr., 272. 

121. The notion is of course first importantly encountered in Plato, for whom voice, itself a 
universal, is the saving principle in everything else. The active principle of salvation in the 
soul is voc, and the voc of the pilot saves the ship, the votc¢ of the general and physician 
saves the armies and patients, and of the true statesman saves the state (Laws 962a; cf. 298a ff. 
See my “Hellenistic Kingship,” pp. 66 ff.). But a statement much more like Philo’s is found 
in Diotogenes, the Neo-Pythagorean (ap. Stob., IV, vii, 61; Wachs., IV, 264 ll. 8 ff.), and there 
is mo reason to suppose that Philo was working directly from Plato here. On the pilot as 
savior see Praem., 33; Spec., iv, 154; Virt., 176; Opif., 88; on the ruler as savior see Jos., 63; 
on the Gomdg in time of war, Cher., 15; Agr., 88; God as savior, Opif., 169; LA, ii, 56; iii, 27; 
Post., 156, etc. 

122. Abr., 273. 
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life of the first man and founder of our race: some regard him as vowwos, but 
my argument has shown that he was himself unwritten véuosg xal Deapdc.27® 


The last contrast is striking. It was apparently a common thing among 
the Jews of Philo’s day to regard Abraham as one who obeyed the Law, 
vouttioc. But Philo is not content with this conservative statement. Abraham 
was more than voutipoc, he was vouioc Empuxoc, and as such a savior of men. 
Philo does not say, and there is no reason to infer, that he was the first, and 
alone, in this opinion about Abraham. He says he has proved a position 
different from that held by some others, not from that held by all others. 

Abraham, like the earlier Patriarchs, is being represented to the Gentile 
reader of the Exposition as a saving force by virtue of his having been vouoc 
Zuuxoc, or the vouloc kal Seoudc aypadoc. He was, too, a merciful xapic 
from God, with permanent power to benefit men. His great mystical achieve- 
ment of having left the world of passion to rise, pure of body, to a vision 
of God through His Powers is an achievement at once inspiring to others, 
and of immediate power to help others along the same Road, the Road to a 
life lived beyond the written law in the Law of God, which is the Nature 
of God. This conception of Abraham’s character is made unmistakable in 
Philo’s works for Jews. 


In the Quaestiones in Genesin Philo takes up the story of the Patriarch, 
and develops it by giving a brief commentary on the narrative verse by 
verse. Sections of the account permit him to trace a consecutive development 
in Abraham’s character, but many details throw him into irrelevant digres- 
sions from the main thought. It is certain, too, that our manuscripts are very 
defective, for one cannot imagine that Philo would have skipped great 
blocks of the story when he deals with such labor with every detail of the 
sections treated. The commentary as we have it takes up Abraham at Gene- 
sis xv, 7, thus omitting the story of the call of Abraham from the Chaldeans. 
It is certain, however, that the explanation of that call had followed the main 
lines of symbolism used in the Exposition.** Abraham is already out of 
Chaldaea, then, and conversing with God when the story begins. The early 
stages of his development are lost. It will be useless to try in this summary 
to present the details. Abraham prays to the lower Power, the Royal Power, 
for a sign*”® and is commanded to make the sacrifice. This is elaborately 
discussed for the significance of the sacrifice, which is explained, apparently, 

123. Abr., 275 £. 

124. The loss of this section is to be deplored because it might well have described the faith 
of Abraham on that stage in a way which would have been closer to the remarks of Paul than 
we dare without evidence supply; it might alsc have told us more of the significance of 
Melchizedek and so have thrown light upon the letter to the Hebrews and the mosaic of the 


scene in Santa Maria Maggiore. 
125. OG, iii, 2 
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according to the Scientific Commentators to whom Philo occasionally al- 
ludes. The whole is made into the cosmic worship on a Pythagorean founda- 
tion. After the sacrifice, at sunset, Abraham’s bodily nature sets and the 
Spirit of God takes possession of him.’”* But this is not extraordinary since 
the soul of the Wise Man is not a proper habitant of the body anyway, but 
a stranger to be released and return to God by the subjection of the body.*”” 
In the full experience, as in the case of Noah, the rays of God, i.e., we under- 
stand the Logos, or probably here the Royal Power, come in to unite the 
divided personality of soul and body.’”* The barrenness of Sarah is like the 
period when Noah could not beget: until the soul is fully purified it cannot 
beget.’”? Sarah is Virtue, and in the preliminary stages man can have no 
fruit from her. But he can profitably have relation with and get results from 
the encyclical disciplines. Thus Philo interprets Abraham’s relation with 
Hagar.**° There is a sense of achievement in this begetting that sets itself up 
as equal to the real begetting by Virtue,*** and the encyclicals, Hagar, have 
therefore to be humiliated by Virtue, Sarah.’ The flight of Hagar is essen- 
tially Abraham’s own experience as he is temporarily led astray by this sense 
of achievement and only brought back to Virtue and Sophia by a miracle 
of the Logos who is guiding him.’** Abraham’s first vision of the Powers 
occurred on the occasion when his name was changed. It is the “Lord God” 
that appeared to him, hence the two Powers. In this experience he is def- 
nitely purified from sin, made into conformity with the two Powers, that is 
he is made according to the likeness of God, the Creative Power, in the 
same sense as the Cosmos is in that likeness, and is made a citizen of the 
world by the Royal Power, Lord.*** The last vestige of his offenses fall from 
him.*** Abraham has now in turn risen from earth to heaven, then to the 
KOoHo¢ vonToc, and thence to God, not as He is, but as He represents Him- 
self in Intelligible Virtue herself. So he becomes a force for other men in the 
way of both the divine Powers, benefiting them and disciplining them.**° 
The new name meant that he had risen from knowledge of the cosmos to 
Wisdom about the Intelligible Existences; he had become “wholly eye,” and 
was 


surrounded by light which knows no darkness, and which reveals the very form 
of light as by a flash of lightning, taking God for his leader and guide to the 
comprehension of the knowledge of Essences and to the formulation of explana- 
tions.*5” 


126. QG, iii, 9. 127. Ib., 10. 128. Ib., 15. 

129. Ib., 18. 

130. Ib., 20. This is consequent only when we understand d&gety to be merely another word 
for comia, as in the Exposition (see above, p. 139). 

131. Ib., 23. 132. Ib., 25 ff. - 133. Ib., 27. 

134. Ib., 39 f. 135. Ib., 41. 136. Ib., 42. 

137. Ib., 43. 
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His union here would appear to be with Sophia, in the sense in which Sophia 
appears in Pascher’s schematization of the Royal Road. So, in accordance 
with this, he is now able to beget with seed from God, to become the re- 
deemer and intercessor for all nations before God. Having himself become 
filled with Sophia he can beget by her.*** 

Now he returns to what we may call the “redemption of the body” theme 
and gives one of his clearest statements of what that means.'*° After the 
mystic experience God rewards the philosophic soul by 


conferring a benefit upon it, namely the possession of perpetual rulership of all 
terrestrial things, with the result that he will never be dominated by the body, but 
always be its prince and ruler, and will keep it as his slave and attendant. 


A passage on circumcision follows, in which the rite is treated from many 
different angles. Mystically it is a symbol of the “redemption of the body,” 
the stage where not only the spirit but the body is under the regulation of 
the Divine Logos so that every excrescence of sense is pruned away.'*° 

The change of Sarah’s name indicates that she too has been transformed 
from being the part to the whole, from the corruptible to the incorruptible, 
so that instead of representing the human attempts at the virtues that must 
die with the individual she is changed into Virtue herself.** In contrast with 
the barrenness of the mortal virtue, Virtue is fertile and brings forth a 
nation.**” The Third Book closes with a strong statement of the power of 
the good man to save not only himself and his friends, but strangers, and to 
give them a share in his virtue and piety. 

The Fourth Book of the Quaestiones,in Genesin opens with the incident 
of Mamre. Here the same experience as before is fundamentally repeated, 
with great detail of description. God, he explains, cannot be comprehended 
by man or the cosmos, so He sends a glory, properly Form, as He showers 
incorporeal rays about the whole soul. Led by these rays, through the me- 
dium of Form, the intellect is born as the prototype. The oak itself is Sophia, 
the mediator in the vision between God and man. By clever comparison to 
the olive tree Philo makes the oak, Sophia, also a symbol of the Light of the 
universe. Under the tree, then, Abraham, imitating the quiet of God, sits 
and gets the vision as a symbol of the coming of incorporeal rays of Light.*** 
The vision takes the form of the Three Men.*** They are not men because 
Abraham worships them,**® and he addresses them in the singular for he 
now sees that the Three are One. He asks them to stay with him, “for it is 
the end of happiness to be near God, as God fills the whole soul with his 
incorporeal light.”**° The feeding of the Three Men leads Philo to speak of 


138. Ib., 44. 139. Ib., 45. 140. Ib., 51. 
141. Ib. 53. 142. Ib., 54. 143. QG, iv, I. 
144. Ib., 2. 145. Ib., 3. 146. Ib., 4. 
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the fact that there is a sacred food of the intellect, consisting of “the Laws 
and Forms of Sophia,” to take which is to feed on divine things (vesci 
divinis) .*7 

The Triad now come into Abraham’s house, and that is the coming of 
God and His Powers into a man of purest soul, perfect virtue, and proper 
speech, all of which qualities of the host hasten to greet and serve the divine 
visitors. Homer had said that all things are to be divided into threes, and 
the Pythagoreans had made the triangle an element in the knowledge of all 
things, the prime measure of both corporeal and incorporeal existence. 


So, truly and properly said, the measure of all things, intelligible as well sensible, 
is the one God who, though a unity in Himself, appears as a trinity because of 
the weakness of the observers.1*® 


For as the eye, when it is weak, often sees “double,” one object as two, so 
the eye of the soul is at first unable to see one as one, but gets the vision of 
three, apparitions of the primal ministering Powers. It was this clear vision 
of God as One that Moses prayed for. Knowledge of the Father and his 
Powers is hidden from the many, Philo explains, in view of the Mystery, 
and must not be told to them, for he who reveals the secret to those who are 
untutored and unworthy destroys the law of perfection of the holy Mysteries. 
Happy is the man who entertains such a guest, for from this guest flows out 
a perpetual flow in which the souls of prophets and angels delight as they 
eat the food of the voluntary law of pure Sophia that comes from God.*** 

In this section we begin to see clearly at last that the divine radiation of 
Light is to be called Sophia or Law interchangeably, as it had been Spirit 
above.**® Philo can call this radiation by one or by a combination of the 
terms as the exigencies of a given allegory may demand. I cannot see room 
in the picture for Sophia as a distinct principle in contrast to the Powers. 
Philo is too specific in denying the Powers any independent existence to have 
kept Sophia as such. To follow his thought we must begin with, and never 
lose sight of, the Radiating Deity, and recognize that various terms are only 
means of describing the nature of that radiation. 

Sarah laughs at the promise of the Triad that she is to bear a son, and that 
laughter typifies the joy of the ultimate mystical achievement, for it is the 
joy of the nearness of God, the ecstasy of receiving the rays.*** 

After this experience God keeps none of His plans hidden from Abraham, 
for the soul can now see the plan of God fully in the world, to see which is 
the goal of the contemplative life and of all virtue.*** Because Abraham has 


147. QG, iv, 6. 148. Ib., 8. 
149. This remarkable conception is expounded in Ib., 8. See also, §§9, 10, 12. 
150. QG, ili, 9. 151. QG, iv, 16, 18, 19. 


152. Ib., 21. 


Enos, ENocu, Noau, AND ABRAHAM 149 


seen the incorporeal Light he becomes a dynamic force to excite a desire for 
virtue in others,*** and is a priest above the madness of the wicked.*™ 

With this the most important part of the story of Abraham for our pur- 
pose is done. The story now shifts to Lot at Sodom who was a character 
quite inferior to Abraham.*°° Lot saw only the “two” Powers, not the Logos 
between them,*** though it was the Logos who gave him the instructions 
later.°? The Powers do not want to enter his house as they did the house 
of Abraham,'** and when Lot fed them it was not the secret cakes of the 
Mystery which he gave them, because he was “not yet perfectly purified.”*”” 
Lot is told to save himself by leaving the corruption of Sodom to go to the 
hills, that is to Sophia, where he would “change the mortal life into the life 
of immortality.”**° But he is not ready for such a.step, and goes instead to 
a small city, symbolizing that he is making progress, but has not yet got 
away from material existence.*** He was really saved by the virtue, not of 
himself, but of Abraham, by which the conception of the saving power of 
the Patriarch is well brought out.’ It is the Royal Power that rains down 
the sulphur upon Sodom,*** and it was to that Power that Abraham had 
addressed his prayer for the preservation of Sodom.** That is, for Philo, 
Lot is by no means one of the great Patriarchs, though we shall see reason 
for thinking that Lot was so regarded by other Jews in the Mystery. 

A few details of the rest of the discussion of Abraham are worth noting. 
After the vision of the Triad Abraham went to the “South” to live. This 
means, says Philo, that he lived in the country of the Virtues, nourished by 
divine laws, rejoicing always in the Father, and irrigated from the perennial 
fountain of the Logos; that is he lived in full the contemplative life.“** The 
incident of Abraham’s passing off Sarah as his sister to Abimelech,’®* and of 
Abraham’s later marriage to Keturah,*® only made Philo writhe in insignif- 
cant allegory, and the. sections that treated the great chapters of Genesis on 
the birth and sacrifice of Isaac are lost.*** The Sophos is a stranger among 
men,’ he is seeking dominion over the body,’”° he is a king ordained by 
God over other men.*” His body is to him a corpse, as dead as a bronze 
statue,’? which must be suppressed,’’* but if properly mastered it can be 
made as faithful as the soul, for the soul can so dominate it that the body 
shows forth an imitation of the powers of the soul—the idea again of the re- 


153. Ib., 22. 154. Ib., 23. 155. Ib., 24-58. 
156. Ib., 30. 157. Ib., 48 f. 158. Ib., 33. 
159. Ib., 35. 160. Ib., 46. 161. Ib., 47. 
162. Ib., 54. 163. Ib., 51. 164. Ib. 53. 
165. Ib., 59. 166. Ib., 61-70. 167. Ib., 147. 


168. In a later section (§122) he states that Abraham’s age at the birth of Isaac shows that 
he was entirely beyond material things and corruption, that is he had reached a stage that 
made it possible for him to sow the seed of happiness (Isaac). 

169. OG, iv, 74. 170. Ib., 75. 171. Ib., 76. 

172. Ib., 77. 173. Ib., 78. 
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demption of the body.*’* Abraham was a prophet and imposed law, divining 
what things are to be, and what are to be done. For law is an invention of 
_ Nature, not of men.*”° So, full of days, he was added to his people, that is, 
as Philo interprets it in one place, Abraham was added to the incorporeal 
substances;*’® here he was added to his successors, apparently as their perma- 
nent possession for salvation.*"* By way of summary two brief statements 
may be quoted: 


The man who is at once a lover of virtue because of his own nature, and a dili- 
gent cultivator of it [by the mystic ascent, we understand, which Philo is describ- 
ing], is the most human physician of our race, and 3 is truly its guardian and the 
one who drives out evil from it.178 

The wise man is the savior of the race, the intercessor before God, the one who 
seeks pardon for the sins of those akin to him.?” 


Philo has, by following the story of Genesis line by line, not been able to 
dramatize the life of Abraham so effectively as he did in the free composi- 
tion for the Gentiles. But the richness of detail is evident with which the 
character of Abraham had been elaborated to make it conform to the Mys- 
tery, and to represent him as a saving force for men to come. Particularly 
has the light symbolism come out with increasing emphasis, and the con- 
ception that Abraham was nourished by the stream of divine rays, which 
was symbolized by Sophia or the Powers, and which was at the same time 
a law. By this, while I have not noticed the term voyoc Eupuxoc in the 
story of Abraham in the Quaestiones, the term as used in the Exposition is 
more clearly explained. Abraham’s nature, in being changed into the likeness 
of the Immaterial Essences, is changed into the Light Substance which is the 
Law of Nature. We must not look to Stoicism, then, for the meaning of the 
Law of Nature as Philo conceives it. It is not in the material world that 
Philo would find such a Law, but in the nature of the divine Stream, which 
incidentally coming into matter, makes it into a Cosmos, but which the 
higher mystic gets not as a cosmic derivation but directly from the immate- 
rial Source. The conception is that found in the Hermetica and in the Avesta, 
in the Pseudo-Aristotelian De Mundo, and in Neo-Pythagoreanism, rather 
than in the Stoics of any period. 


The picture of Abraham is again drawn, and in still greater detail, in the 
Allegory. But this exposition, while it generally follows the career of Abra- 
ham, brings in parallel illustrations from all the other Patriarchs, so that it 
will be well to reserve that body of material as a whole for the summary of 
the Mystery.**° 

174. QG, iv, 83 f. 175. Ib., go. 176. QG, ili, II. 


177. OG, iv, 153. 178. QG, iti, 10. 179. Ib., 44. 
180. See below, Chap. IX. 
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But a few passages can well be brought in here as adding definitely to the 
portrait. It is strange that in the De Abrahamo no mention has been made 
of Melchizedek. The section that might have treated that part of Genesis 
is lost from the Quaestiones.’** In the Allegory he is mentioned in only two 
passages. He is the Logos, heir of Being,*** and the ideal king.“** He grows 
wine that produces in men the Sober Intoxication of divine ecstasy.""* As in 
the Legum Allegoria he was listed among those without antecedents, so in 
the De Congressu’** his priesthood is that of the “self-taught.” But neither 
passage throws any light upon the significance of Abraham’s coming to 
Melchizedek for the Patriarch’s spiritual development.*** 

Abraham does not appear specifically as the vooc éupuxoc in the Alle- 
gory, but the conception is described in fact if not in name. For the fact 
that Abraham “went as the Lord had spoken unto him”**’ showed that he 
fulfilled the height of philosophy, he lived according to Nature. Living ac- 
cording to Nature, he explains lest his readers think he has the Stoic concep- 
tion of the term, takes place when the mind enters the path of virtue 
and moves in the course of the 6996c¢ Adyoc, and so follows God.*** In such 
a case “the actions of the wise men are indistinguishable from the Aoyoi of 
God.” Abraham “has kept all my law.”**? But since Law is the divine Logos, 
in executing (moloUv) the Law Abraham has executed the Logos. It is in 
this sense that the actions of the wise man are the Aoyot of God. A study of 
the deeds of Abraham. is, thus, a study of the Aovot-vopiel, the dp9d¢ Aoyoc, 
the great ultimate Law of God.**° The passage is one of the best explanations 
we have of the vopioc Eppuxoc conception, though the term does not appear. 


181. A fragment from the lost section is preserved in Harris, Fragments, p. 72, col. 1; from 
Cramer, Catena in Heb., p. 580, e cod. Paris. 238. But it answers none of our questions. 

182. LA, ii, 82. 183. Ib., 79 ff. 

184. Ib., 82. 185. §99. 

186. The letter to the Hebrews suggests that the Philonic interpretation was a current one, 
but the archeological material suggests that by another interpretation Melchizedek was priest 
according to the Cosmic Mystery, and that Abraham’s being accepted by Melchizedek indicated 
his having reached that stage in his development. Melchizedek remains one of the many points 
on which we need more light. 

187. Gen. xu, 4. 

188. This is another instance of Philo’s talking in a theistic and Pythagorean way of “follow- 
ing God,” or “living according to Nature,” in a sense that is definitely not Stoic. See above, 
pp. 50 ff. The man is happy, says Hippodamus (ap. Stob., IV, xxxix, 26; Wachs., V. 910 Il. 
19 ff.), who follows the gods; he steers his actions by virtue as a pilot his craft by the stars. 
“So he not only follows God, but aligns the human good with the divine.” The good man is 
such ta tav yv@ou this xerovos. Iamblichus (Vita Pythag., 137; Diels, Fragm. Vorsokr., 
45 D2) says that Pythagoras and his followers Géxavta S00 reQl tov AEGTTEW T UN MEATTEW 
Stogitovow, gotdxactoat tis wed¢ 16 Peiov SulAtas, xal dex atTH otk xal Biog &rac 
OVVTETUXTAL MOOS TO AxoAovBeiv TH Pe xal 6 Adyos odtos tavtns ~otl ths Pirocogias 
Stu yéAovov xovotow dvboewno, GAAobEv xotev Entotvtes tO cd 7 nad tHv dev, xtA. 
Sce also §§174-176. Philo always says “following nature” in the theistic and Pythagorean sense, 
rather than in the Stoic sense. 

189. Gen. xXxvi, 5. 190. Mig., 127 ff. 
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In another passage Abraham is the type of the fact that evvouia is achieved 
by eliminating the passions, purifying oneself from sins, and leaving the false 
notions of the Chaldeans (the Stoics) for the true doctrine of God.*”* Abra- 
ham has discarded all kinship to the flesh,"°* and has come to stand un- 
changeably very near to the divine power.’** He has fully realized the ideal 
of the Sophos.*** 

So in Abraham are all the people of the world blessed. As the Sophos he 
radiates “most brilliant and star-like beams of virtues.”*®° He is associated 
with Moses in a brilliant description, to which we shall return, of the soul 
of such a man as being a spark from which the dark souls of later genera- 
tions can be kindled.**® God has showered by grace (xapiCeo9at) His gifts 
upon the Patriarchs, and through them upon others.’** 

That is, Abraham as one who is raised above men into the immaterial life 
of God, and who hence has become a savior and mediator of the higher Law 
to men, appears to be the Abraham of the Allegory as well as of the Expos- 
tion and Quaestiones. 

191. Heres, 289. 192. Det., 159; Cher., 31. 

193. Post., 17 £., 27. 

194. Sobr., 55 ff. This passage is quoted as a source for Stoicism by Arnim, SVF, IT, 603. 
But I doubt that the explanation of evyevns, in itself a Stoic term for the Sophos (SVF, III, 


394), is here used in the Stoic sense where it is made to mean “Son of God.” 
195. Heres, 88. 196. Mig., 118 £. See below, p. 231. 


197. Mig., 127. 


CHAPTER VI 
ISAAC AND JACOB 


Tue great Exposition went on after the treatise On Abraham to expound 
similarly the careers and characters of Isaac and Jacob. Unfortunately these 
two treatises are lost, and we have not a single fragment. 

Isaac was obviously developed as a still higher type of existence than Abra- 
ham, higher also than Jacob, so the loss of the De Isaaco is much to be de- 
plored. But it is possible to gather at least its general point of view. In the 
De Praemiis et Poenis, the closing treatise of the Exposition, Philo summa- 
rizes the contents of the earlier books. A comparison of the summary of the 
De Abrahamo'* with the treatise itself shows that without the treatise we 
could have known very well its general purport from the summary, though 
of course with great loss of detail. It is with some confidence then that we 
turn to the summary of Isaac:? 


After Faith [ie. Abraham] Joy (yaga) is set forth as the reward of him who 
gains without a struggle the natural virtue (thv aeetHv Ex PUoEWS) and wins the 
victory. For he was named, as the Greeks would say, Laughter (yéAws), but as 
the Chaldeans called him, Isaac. But laughter is a visible and corporeal token of 
the invisible joy of the mind. And it happens that joy is the best and most beauti- 
ful of the good states, the one by which the soul is entirely filled with contentment 
(evdupta.), rejoicing in God the Father and Maker of all things, and at the same 
time rejoicing in deeds that without evil are done [in the universe,]* even though 
they may not be pleasant, on the ground that they are virtuous actions, and rejnic- 
ing in the permanence (dtapovn) of the universe. For just as a physician in great 
and dangerous illnesses sometimes cuts away parts of the body to effect the health 
of the rest of the body, and as a pilot, when storms arise casts out cargo with a 
view to the safety of the people aboard; and yet no blame is attached either to the 
physician for having mutilated the patient, or to the pilot for what he has cast 
overboard, but rather both are praised for having looked to and insured what was 
advantageous instead of what was pleasant; in the same way we must ever marvel 
at the nature of the universe and be delighted at anything that is done in the 
world as being done without voluntary evil, putting our attention not on the 
question whether some particular circumstance results in personal unpleasantness, 
but rather on the fact that after the manner of a well-lawed city the world is 
Guided and piloted safely. So then Isaac was blessed no less than his predecessor, 


1. Praem., 28-30. 2. Ib., 31-35. 

3. The context goes on to show that Philo’s reference is not to individual activities but to 
ccsmic events. One is to find joy in God as Father and Creator of the universe, and in the 
universe itself, first as whatever happens is designed for the good of the whole, and second in 
the permanence of the universe. Both Yonge and Heinemann miss the point here in their 
translations. 
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for he was free from anxiety and dejection; he enjoyed a life without pain or 
fear, and he experienced not in the least any of the bitterness or wretchedness of 
life because his soul in every part was preoccupied by joy. 


From this section it would appear that the De Isaaco developed as its cen- 
tral theme the fact that Isaac was so completely at one with the power be- 
hind the cosmos that he typified joy. But the passage does not give the full 
significance of this joy. Philo would appear from many passages in the 
Allegory to be at one with classical philosophers in making eUSaipovia the 
ultimate goal of all endeavor, though he sharply distinguished, as did all 
schools but the Cyrenaic-Epicurean, between eUdaipovia and ydovy.* Philo 
interprets Isaac® as representing the type of character which is so exalted and 
perfect that he is the embodiment of evdaipovia, since he is completely, natu- 
rally, and without effort at one with the law of God or nature. What he 
means by evéaipovia Philo makes plain elsewhere, with reference to Isaac, 
in the thoroughly Aristotelian definition: “Happiness is the exercise of per- 
fect virtue in a perfect life.”® With this Aristotelian point of view he combines 
the mystical one that happiness is a gift of God, demanding, first, death to 
the passions,’ after which happiness comes as a child or offspring of virtue.* 
Philo is so convinced that e¥Saovia comes as the crown or reward of virtue 
from God that he frequently is near to denying Abraham’s paternity, and 
representing Isaac as the direct child of God through Sarah, to whom vir- 
ginity has been miraculously restored. “God is the creator of laughter that 
is good, and of joy, so that we must consider Isaac not as the product of 
generation but as the work of the One without Beginning” (ou yevéoewc 
mAaopa tov *loaax, gpyov Sé to dyevytou vopiotéov).” For if “Isaac” 

4. For their emphasis upon eudaemonism he need have looked only at his Pythagorean 
models. See Euryphamus, ap. Stobaeum, IV, xxxix, 27 (Wachs., V, 917); téAnosg 5& xattov 
Biov, oixa edvdainwv yévynta & yao evdaimovia teAydtas xal ovprAdemcic gott tHV 
avdouxivwv ayatav. Cf. Hippodamus, ap. ib., §26: xattov Biov && téAnor tol wh pdvov 
ayatol édvtes GAAG xal evdaiwoves. & pév yag evdamovia tededtacs gotl Bio 


avieunivw (Wachs., V, 909, Il. r9 ff.). 

5. For Isaac as Happiness see also LA, iii, 86f.; Mut., 1, 130-176; Abr., 200 ff.; QG, iii, 
53; iv, 17. 

6. Det., 60. The definition is an epitome of Aristotle’s remarks about happiness. See Eth. 
Nic., 1098a 16: td avbganiwov ayatov wuyis éevéoyera yivetar xatv’ doethv, el bé 
hetoucg ot aeetal, xata thv dolotnv xal teActotathny. Et 8 év Bip tedel@. The “human 
good” is of course evdaiovia as the context shows. See also Eth. Eud., 1219a 38: h evdar- 
novia Cwijs tedclacg évégyera xat’ agetiv teAciav. Three lines below (1219b 2) it appears 
that yQ7jots is interchangeable here with évégye.a. 

4. Cher., 8. 

8. LA, ii, 82: tévoxev h Goeth thv evdaimoviav "load. 

9. Compare the ideal king of Ecphantus: “He is like the rest [of mankind] indeed in his 
earthly tabernacle (oxGvoc), inasmuch as he is formed of the same material; but he is fash- 
ioned by the supreme Artificer, who in making the king used Himself as the Archetype.” Quoted 
in my “Hellenistic Kingship,” p. 76. The confusion of parenthood, by which a hero’s father 
would be called now God, and now a human being, is an echo in Philo of one of the com- 
monest elements in Hellenistic religions. See A. D. Nock, Conversion (1933), pp. 232 f. 
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means “laughter,” according to the true witness of Sarah, God is the maker 
of laughter, and God would most accurately be called the father of Isaac. 
“And He gives the wise Abraham a share in His own title, and by cutting 
off pain He gives to Abraham gladness, the offspring of Sophia.”*° 


Some of the virtues are ever virgins, but some are changed from being women to 
being virgins, like Sarah: for “it ceased to be with her after the manner of 
women” (Gen. xviii, 11) when she first conceived Isaac, 16 evdamov yévoc.4 
Moses represents Sarah as conceiving at that time when God visited her in her 
solitude (Gen. xxi, 1), and yet bringing forth, not to the One who made the visi- 
tation, but to the man who aspires to achieve Sophia, whose name is Abraham.”? 


In another passage Abraham rejoices that he is to beget Isaac, but he is 
apparently in error, for the Torah clearly indicates to Philo one of the holiest 
secrets of the Mystery for initiates, namely that it is “the Lord who begat 
Isaac.”** As a result Isaac is not 


a human being, but is a synonym of that best of the commendable emotions, joy, 
laughter; he is the unprojected son of God who gives him to souls that are entirely 
devoted to peace as a soothing and comforting presence.!4 


How far this allegory of Isaac as the son of God by a virgin was carried 
out in the De Isaaco it is impossible to know, and that impossibility makes 
it also impossible to judge how literally Philo believed that Isaac as the an- 
cestor of the race was the miraculous son of God. There is at least a possi- 
bility that Philo developed the idea in a way so closely parallel to Christian 
doctrine about the birth of Jesus that Christian copyists suppressed the text.*° 
But it seems clear that as Abraham was to Philo a great savior of the race 
by being an incarnation of the cosmic order, and so bringing faith to man, 
Isaac, as a still higher representative of the same : order, brought them that 
evdaipovia which transcends human effort. 

Another contribution which he made was the fact that he reached so 
exalted a state not by effort or instruction, but as one “self-taught,” to auto- 
SidakTov Kal avTopabéc yevoc,!® n avtouabyc copia.2” Indeed Isaac is the 


10. Det., 124. 11. Post., 134. 

12. Cher., 45. 13. LA, iu, 218 f. 

14. Mut., 131: 6 &vbewxos GAN’ 6 ouvadvupnos Tis aoelotns tHv cinateLBv, yaods, 
veloc, 6 &vitdtetoc vids Peot tot S8dvt0c abtéov pelAvypa xal edduulav clonvixwtdtars 
wuxaic. Evmatera is used here in the sense of the Stoics. The mé&fevo. are condemned, but 
these evadterar, xaod, eviAdBera, and BovAnotg are commended. See Diog. La., vii, 115 
(SVF, II, 431). 

15. It is interesting to note in this connection that in the story of Abraham in the Quaestiones 
the section dealing with the birth and sacrifice of Isaac has again disappeared. The coincidence 
is at least suggestive. 

16. Mut., 1, 88, 255; Ebr., 60, 94; Sobr., 65; Mig., 101; Som., i, 194. 

17. Det., 30. The phrase is also used of Adam in Opif., 148, where it is synonymous with, 
or closely allied to, kingliness. Cf. Immut., 4. 
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stock example of those who have “dispensed with the instruction of men 
and become apt pupils of God, and so have received thy amovov émotyuny, 
and have been changed into To apGaptov kal teAewtatov yévoc.”"® He is 
the exponent (kavwv) of muon copia’ or of mucikn dpety,”° in contrast 
with Abraham whose wisdom and virtue were d1SaokaXiky, and to Jacob in 
whom these were aoxytiky. What Philo meant by the avtopaOyc kai auto- 
Si8aktocg codc he carefully explained: 


He has not been improved by investigation, drill, and labor, but from his birth 
he has discovered ready prepared Sophia from above showered down from 
heaven, which he sucked in neat as he feasted, and so was in a constant state of 
that sober intoxication which goes with correctness of reason. For it was not a 
human being who was brought forth but a most pure concept, one noble by nature 
rather than by practices. . . . The self-taught genus is a new entity, one greater 
than reason and truly divine, and it subsists not by virtue of human ratiocination, 
but by divine madness.”4 


This self-taught knowledge, Philo continues, is so quick as to be something 
timeless. God is its expounder, and Himself sows the seed in one who is by 
nature ready to receive it. It is a knowledge which rises spontaneously. In 
another passage Isaac typifies 


self-taught knowledge which comes by nature, and in contrast to the instructed 
knowledge of Abraham he needed only the grace of God, not at all His admonish- 
ment, for Isaak by nature achieved tO xaddv, and by means of the endowment 
showered upon him from above he was good and perfect from the beginning.?? 


So God taught Abraham, but begat Isaac, gave one the rank of pupil, the 
other that of son, though both were apxetunot Tijc matsetac nudv TuUmot.”* 
Isaac is the unique example of complete natural goodness; he is to povov 
anabec eldoc év yeveoes.”4 

The De Isaaco must have contained much of this exposition of Isaac as 
the avtoya0nc, for this conception is alluded to in connection with Isaac in 
the De Praemuis et Poenis (§§36, 59), the De Abrahamo (§52), and the De 
Josepho (§1), though again how far it developed these allegorical expositions 
it is impossible to say. 

What benefit the moral achievement of Isaac had for future generations 
is not elaborated, but is strongly hinted. Philo spoke of the possibility of re- 
ceiving “the inheritance of Isaac,” the avtowaOyc, a blessed event which 


18. Sac., 7. 

19. Mos., i, 76. Cf. QG, iti, 59. From Plutarch, Bruta Ratione Uti, 991 f£., we learn that to be 
avtopaiys is to be taught by nature. 

20. Abr., 52. 21. Fug., 166 ff. 

22. Som., i, 160-162. 23. Ib., i, 173. Cf. 11, 10; Cong., 35, 38. 

24. Det., 46. 
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would put an end to all spiritual labor, and result in the abiding presence 
of God, the bounteous one.”* Again those who are but midway on the road 
to perfection, characterized chiefly by their perseverance (Umopovy), cannot 
yet see God, 6 tic codiac HYepwv, but can apprehend Isaac, n avtopadne 
coia.7° 


The Self-Taught is nourished by no one, but is the nourishment of others, inas- 
much as he is competent to teach others though unable himself to be taught.?’ 


The picture of Isaac that emerges in the detailed commentary of the 
Quaestiones adds some striking features not only to the character of the 
Patriarch, but to the whole problem of the basic conceptions of the Mystery. 
For Pascher has rightly noted that the chief source of our knowledge of the 
Mystery in terms of the Sophia formulation, or what I am calling the Fe- 
male Principle formulation, of the Light-Stream is the great allegory of 
Isaac in the Quaestiones. 

This Allegory begins with the same conception of Isaac as that in the 
Allegory and Exposition: 


Isaac is mind, master instructor of himself, and educated by himself, himself dis- 
tinguished from indistinct things (distinctus ab indistinctis), rejoicing always and 
daily in the Father, in God, and in all His works; not discontent with what is 
made in the world, completely satisfied that all things are done according to 
nature by divine providence for the salvation and preservation of the universe.?® 


The story of Isaac, as an allegory of the mystical achievement of those “who 
hasten to immortality,” is centered about his marriage. Such a man could 
not take a Canaanite woman as his wife, for Canaan means “stupid.” He 
could not himself go to Chaldea, for that would be a desecration: it would 
indicate that he had gone back to the error of thinking that astronomy was 
the highest approach to contemplation of the invisible and incorporeal na- 
ture. His wife, like Abraham, must be an emigrant out from such a concep- 
tion.*° Actually the servant gets him a wife from the house of Nachor, which 
means Quiet Light, the light of the soul, Sophia.** At evening, the symbol 
of the setting of the material light of the corporeal nature, the servant comes 
to the divine fountain, Sophia, which flows out like water.** Rebecca who 
meets him there is Perseverance, that is, she suffers neither decrease nor in- 
crease, since she is Sophia, the daughter of God, and mother of all things, 
especially of those people who are completely purged in soul.** The pitcher 


25. Mig., 29 f. 26. Det., 29-31. 27. Mig., 140. 

28. OG, iv, 88. 29. Ib., 103. 30. Ib., 88 f. 

31. Ib., 93. I am consistently translating sapientia as “Sophia.” 

32. Ib., 94. So I understand the cryptic “quae (sapientia) secundum virtutem sumit aquae 
similitudinem.” Cf. Fug., 194-196. 

33. QG, iv, 97. 
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she carries contains the aquam rerum, that is, legem, voluntatem, et contem- 
plationem, which are seen secundum sapientiam.** She was virgin and beau- 
tiful, virgin from any corruptible seed of desire in her mind, the sort sowed 
by man; yet she received the pure seeds of divinity which the Father of All 
sows from above within us, the incorporeal and intelligible seeds.** As she 
fills the pitcher, so must man fill his soul from the fount of God, the eternal 
Sophia;** like the servant running to Rebecca we must run up to Sophia to 
be filled with that true Sophia which God extends out as from a generous 
fountain.*’ The drink he gets is compared to the manna of the wilderness, 
obviously another symbol for the same experience.®* As he drinks he recog- 
nizes that it is not his own Sophia but the Sophia of God that he is getting. 
After this drink he is no longer a boy, but a man matured. He understands 
the nature of his master, clever Sophia, and so stands quiet while the divine 
Logos speaks within him, speaks without vocal organs, explaining to him 
the Road which leads to virtue and immaterial prosperity.°° The figures 
have become badly confused, and likewise, if we were not prepared, the 
sexes. Sophia is plainly identical with, or brings with her, the divine Logos. 
But this only means that here as elsewhere there is no metaphysical impor- 
tance in the mythological allegory of the Stream -as either the feminine 
Sophia or the masculine Logos. 7 

“In accordance with the divine Mysteries” Philo allegorizes the earrings 
and bracelets, the servant gives Rebecca. They typify the fact that the mate- 
rial universe is harmonized and ruled by the Logos as the mind in man 
should affect his material parts, and that Rebecca can comprehend the unity 
of the Logos.*° The servant asks for a place in the home of Rebecca’s father, 
1.€., with the divine Logos, where one may abandon all mortal and corrup- 
tible things.** Yes, she says, in her father’s house the beasts are separated 
from the place where the human beings, the rational as contrasted with the 
material, can find rest.*? So the man praises God that in going to the house 
he is to receive the Word of Virtue,** that is the Logos-Sophia. At this 
point Philo stops to throw Abraham into the picture by explaining the fact 
that when the servant addresses the “God of Abraham” the servant is imply- 
ing that Abraham has been the intercessor through whom he is getting this 
mystical experience. And indeed Philo generalizes by stating that any man 
who tries to reach the heights in any other way than this which nature had 
ordained will only work his greater ruin. Apparently Abraham is the inter- 


34. OG, iv, 98. 35. Ib., 99. 36. Ib., 100. 

37. Ib., roz. 38. Ib., 102. 

39. Ib. 107f. Further on (§125) Philo speaks of the Road of Truth to Virtue as being 
intelligentia et sapientia. It is proportional, equal, secure, and short. The whole is an allegory 
of the Road (§131). 

40. OG, iv, IIo. 41. Ib., 111. 42. Ib., 112. 

43. Ib., 113. 
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cessor stated by nature to be the unique medium of approach.“ For in Abra- 
ham are present the pure forms of justice and truth,** and Abraham is the 
servant’s “City of Refuge,” law, and judge.** In contrast to Rebecca, tem- 
porarily Reason, Laban is sense-perception, so while she looks after the man, 
he tends to the beasts.*” In this connection we are reminded that Philo is 
throughout talking of the Mystery, for he distinguishes the sorts of teaching 
to be given to those with ears purged and those not purged. There is a good 
teaching for both, he says, but to the good man is given instruction that 
elevates him to heavenly greatness and sublimity, and so makes him master 
of terrestrial things.** The experience of the servant is in a sense epitomized 
in the following: 


They understand the true adoration who drink from that fountain not to be ap- 
proached and touched because it is incorporeal. Such are equipped with wings 
and soar aloft; they fly about the Father and Creator of the universe and call Him 
Blessed, Founder, Omnipotent, God of Truth, the One who in true essence fills 
all things with His Powers (virtutes) for the salvation (or security) of the uni- 
verse.*® 


Rebecca is given to the servant who hastens by the right course to give her 
to the Seft-Taught,”° and happy is he to whom Virtue comes as wife. She 
brings as servants the qualities that make for steadfastness.” 


Open thy spiritual eyes, Oh Mind and behold him who is thy example, Isaac, | 
Laughter free from sadness: he rejoices uninterruptedly and continually beyond 
all things made by God. For thou shalt see him preserved from indiscriminate 
and turbulent thoughts, making his way with no uncertain steps to Sophia, who 
is immune from great evils, from ignorance and disorder. See him in true and 
proper way entering into converse with Sophia at the well, that is, at the marvel- 
ous and divine fount which is called the fount of Vision.5® 


Such an experience is again a vision of the super-sensible world of Him who 
is, and of the Forms,™ as well as an escape from empty opinion.” Isaac had 
gone out, on the evening when Rebecca was to arrive, to meditate in the 
field. So “he who is removed from the consideration of visible things has it 
as his reward that he begins all alone to live a solitary life with the invisible 
God.” It: is a life with the Form that surpasses the Good, Sophia, and the 
Best. Such a person is a God-bearer (deifer = Se0p0po0c), that is, he is in- 
spired or deified, for he has been initiated into the divine things to the extent 
that he is almost wholly possessed by God. He is instructed by the divine 
Law (certainly not the laws of Moses!) in how properly to produce fruits 


44. Ib. 114. 45. Ib., 115. 46. Ib., 120. 
47. Ib., 117-119. 48. Ib., 121. 49. Ib., 130. - 
50. Ib., 129. 51. Ib., 134. 52. Ib., 136. 


53. Ib., 138. 54. Ib. 55. Ib., 139. 
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that are the immortal foods of the soul. It is at evening when this happens, 


that is, as usual with Philo, at the setting of the light of visible opinion. 
Then: 


He is taught that the monuments of Sophia and of Vision are not the holy books 
of the Lord but the divine command and the divine Logos, which warns one who 
would fall away, and which is itself very near, yet as though it were not there. 


It speaks without projection of words, and gives the mystic confidence with 
the incorporeals, and converse about the Intelligibles that are themselves 
concealed. It is the Father of Sophia that is now teaching him.*’ Rebecca 
comes to him and gets down from the camel as Sophia comes down to the 
mystic.’ She is veiled as are the inner secrets of the Mystery (quicquid est 
intus et in adyto), to be revealed only to one who desires Sophia, but not to 
the unskilled or uninitiated.*® The wedding chamber is the house of Sarah, 
Sophia, Mother of the Self-Taught, Isaac, but herself having no mother. The 
house is itself here the dp90¢ Adyoc (recta ratio) of Sophia, which has be- 
come the wedding chamber for the marriage of the Self-Taught with the 
eternal Virgin, Perseverance, “from whose love,” Philo prays, “may I never 
cease.”°° Now Isaac is consoled for the loss of his mother, for in Rebecca he 
has found Sophia again, and not as an old woman, but as one who is eter- 
nally young in incorporeal beauty.™ 

Here ends the amazing allegory of Isaac, the Self-Taught, who achieves 
the mystic marriage with Sophia the ever Virgin, daughter of God, daughter 
of the Logos, wife of God, mother of the Logos, scatterer of the seeds that 
ennoble man, man’s mother and man’s own wife in mystic rapture. A greater 
jumble of sexes and incests could not be imagined, for at the end it is evident 
that Isaac has married his own mother. The whole is an approach to the in- 
corporeals and to God, and is but another figure, we feel, for the union with 
the Logos. The God who reveals Himself in the Powers has not once ap- 
peared. The Sophia and Logos are adequate symbols of the Light-Stream. 

Pascher has an illuminating discussion of the place of Sophia in the mys- 
ticism of Philo,” although his conclusions are not always convincing. He 
quotes the important passage, De Fuga, 108-112, in which it appears that the 
Logos is the Son of God by Sophia, surrounded by light and wearing the 
cosmos as a robe. He is the sub-ruler under God of the cosmos and is the 
bond which holds it together. According to Quaestiones in Genesin, iv, 97, 
as Pascher indicates, Sophia is herself the daughter of God and the first- 
born mother of all things. From the fact that Philo parallels Sophia with the 
source of the stream which waters Eden, Pascher concludes that she is to 


56. OG, iv, 140. 57. Ib., and §141. 58. Ib., 142. 
59. Ib., 143. 60. Ib., 145. 61. Ib., 146. 
62. Konigsweg, pp. 60 ff. 
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Philo a goddess of the Earth, like Plato’s “nurse,” but he has apparently not 
noticed that the stream here irrigates the plants and shoots of souls that love 
virtue. It will be noticed that Sophia and God mutually find delight in each 
other. But as the Logos was the stream from Sophia, her son in the one 
passage, he is the source and she the stream in De Fuga, 97.°* Pascher® 
would explain this contradiction by his theory of Philo’s twofold Logos, the 
higher Logos, the Monad, who is the source of Sophia, and the lower Logos, 
the Dyad, which is their son, and wears the cosmic robe. But we have seen 
reason to question Pascher’s second Logos. My own explanation would be to 
admit Philo’s contradiction, and account for it by the fact that the mytholo- 
gies had no absolute value in Philo’s mind in any case, but were all only 
figures of speech for his very real conception of the great light-streaming 
God. Terms for stages in the Stream were of relative unimportance, for ac- 
tually there were no stages. The whole Stream was the Logos, and it might 
be called Sophia just as well. If one began with the Logos symbolism, as in 
the Logos and Powers formulation, Sophia could fit in incidentally as a 
lesser manifestation of the Logos. If one began with the Sophia symbolism, 
the Logos could be her son streaming into the cosmos. The point which the 
story of Isaac brings out most sharply is that we have here two distinct 
mythologies of the Light-Stream, each of such importance that it has forced 
itself into the exegesis. 

Pascher’s service has been distinguished in his analysis of the possible 
sources for the Sophia mystery, and in finding close parallels in our frag- 
mentary Isis remains. Interesting as is his material, I do not think he has 
said the last word on the matter. Beside not agreeing with him in connec- 
tion with the existence in Philo’s thought of a Cosmic-Logos distinct from 
the Monad-Logos, I feel that he has not recognized the problem of the two 
types of Mystery, that of Sophia and that of the Powers, and that he had 
similarly confused the Persian sources with the Isiac. Plutarch has actually 
three sources, not two, for the mythology of his De Iside, one Egyptian, one 
Persian, and one Greek, the three fused and interpreted in mystic philosophy 
of Greek origin. How much the combination of the three mythologies, or 
their interpretation, is his own work it is now impossible to say, but the 
writings of Philo seem to me to indicate that they were all in process of 
combination at least by his time. Philo keeps the Mystery of the Powers 
almost entirely distinct from that of Sophia. In a few passages®® there is a 
passing attempt at fusion, but when regarded from the point of view of the 
Patriarchs as mystic types it is at once apparent that for all of Sarah’s mar- 
riage with Abraham she, and the Sophia motif of which she is part, consti- 
tute a mystic mythology of ascent parallel to that of the Powers. The Powers 
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do not appear at all in the story of Isaac because either mythology was indif- 
ferently interchangeable with the other, indifferently because neither had 
more than figurative value. In the allegory of Abraham, it will be recalled, 
Philo used both formulations in parallel simultaneously. 

In comparison it is worth repeating that while Isis is in Plutarch the 
daughter and wife of God, mother of the Logos, one who is female in her 
relations with God, male in her power to scatter divine seeds in the initi- 
ates,*’ it is in Persia that Plutarch finds the conception of Light, Ormuzd, 
radiating out seven Powers: evoia, dAneia, evvouia, cogia, moUToc, and 
6 tv énl toic Kadoic ydéwv Syuioupydc.*® These seven are not Philo’s seven 
Powers, though in each case it is seven, and many of them are strikingly 
reminiscent of Philo. Sophia appears here, but not at all in the role which 
she obviously played as Isis, where she could not remotely have been con- 
ceived as fifth removed from the Source of the Light-Stream. If Plutarch is 
to be taken as guide (and we have no other) it would appear that the 
Powers in Philo had their origin in an attempt to reconcile Jewish thought 
with Persian conceptions, and that the Sophia figure had the same relation 
with Isis. The spectacle of Philo, Plutarch, and the Hermetica, in all of 
whom the three elements are present, suggests strongly that in Egypt the 
Persian description of the Light-Stream was being regarded as a parallel 
with the Isiac (perhaps they had been so regarded since the days of Ikhnaton 
or of the Persian conquest of Egypt), and that both were in the process of 
assimilation by Greek thinkers. Pascher insists that Philo is in the same line 
as Plutarch in his handling of the material, that he knows more of the 
higher mysteries than Apuleius cared to write down, and that hence he 
has much to tell us of the higher reaches of the Isis Mystery. 

On the lower stage, which Apuleius could tell us about, Isis herself first 
appeared to him in a robe representing the cosmos.” At the procession the 
next day it is notable that the initiates of both sexes wore linteae vestis can- 
dore puro luminosi.”° It must have been with this same significance of light 
that the principal priests wore white garments,” and that when Apuleius 
was transformed from being an ass he was first naked and then clothed 
with white linen, in accordance with which robe he must look joyful.” This 
was apparently in anticipation, for at the first stages of the initiation he was 
given a robe representing the heaven, the “Olympian Stole.” He had a flam- 
ing torch in his right hand and his head was “crowned with white palms, 
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whose leaves stuck out after the manner of rays. So I was adorned like the 
Sun.””* The prayer that follows is addressed to Isis as the cosmic deity. 
What happened at the later stages we do not know, except that it was an 
initiation into the rites of Osiris, father of Isis, and that the priests of this 
rite wore the white linen robe also.”> A passage from Plutarch already 
quoted”® throws light upon this confusion. There we learn that the Isis 
robe was definitely a cosmic one, and the Osiris robe the gwtoetdéc. Apuleius 
has deliberately been so vague in his description that he gives the reader no 
clear conception of the mystic rites. But Apuleius in general agrees with 
Plutarch in this: the priests of Isis wore the cosmic robe, those of Oriris one 
of white linen. Plutarch, inadequate as he is, is our only guide to the con- 
ceptions behind these robes and rites. He represents their significance in 
terms so philosophic that it is impossible to sift out the original, purely Egyp- 
tian, notions, those held by the ordinary native initiate. But it seems to me 
that his interpretation, so much like the mystic ideas of Philo, reflects what 
Isis had long come to mean to many Greek initiates in Alexandria. 

That is, Philo is definitely giving us a picture of ascent through Sophia 
which is clearly the Hellenistic dream of ascent through the Female Princi- 
ple; and since we know that Female Principle best from Plutarch’s account 
of Isis and from Apuleius, Philo’s similarities to the ascent there through 
Isis are striking. What must always be borne in mind, however, is that the 
Hellenistic dream of the Female Principle may well have been much older 
than its imposition upon the Egyptian legend of Isis. There are many things 
which Plutarch feels he must read into Isis, and these may well have in- 
cluded the whole notion of the Female Principle as savior. To say that Philo 
was looking to Isis as interpreted by such men as Plutarch is thus dangerous. 
It is just as possible, and indeed much more likely, that Philo himself felt 
highly antipathetic to the Isis myth and initiates, however they explained 
their faith, but powerfully attracted by that Hellenistic notion of the Female 
Principle which also thrust itself upon Isis. We might recall that a similar 
tendency existed in Orphism to make Greek goddesses into bisexual saviors, 
a tendency which there is no reason to ascribe to the influence of Isis. We 
have met the Orphic material before’’ and shall meet it strikingly again.”* 

What is clear is that a pleroma conception of the Light-Stream, apparently 
of Persian origin, and a Female Principle conception, of whatever origin, 
have both forced themselves upon the Judaism Philo represents, and that he 
is content with treating them, like Plutarch, as parallels, without adequately 
fusing them, partly because the two notions were not fused in his environ- 
ment, and partly because of their relative unimportance to him anyway as 
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mythologies. As types they were helpful, and as figures of the ascent. But 
it must always be remembered that the lower stages melted into one as soon 
as the mystic had reached the Source and could see the Stream from above. 

For the mystic significance of this Sophia cycle Pascher’? quotes De 
Cherubim, 42-52. This passage, not to go into the points on which I agree 
or disagree with Pascher, gives a number of instances in which God has 
fertilized women in the Pentateuch. Sarah, Leah, Rebecca, Zipporah, repre- 
sent Sophia or Virtue, each of whom at her impregnation “receives the 
divine seed from the Cause, but brings forth to one of her own lovers, who 
is preferred above all others who seek her favor.” A passage in Jeremiah 
(iii, 4) makes the idea behind all this clear, says Philo, for from that passage 
he concludes that God, 


the incorporeal dwelling place of the incorporeal forms is the Father of all things, 
for He begat them. As the husband of Sophia God drops the seed of happiness 


for the race of mortals into good and virgin soil. 


When God begins to consort with a soul He makes what was before a 
woman into a virgin (for God can have relations only with virginity) by 
removing the passions. The seeds He scatters are the Forms of the immortal 
and virginal Virtues (Virtue and Sophia are here parallel, as frequently). So 
must the mystic, if he would experience this impregnation, abandon his sense 
life and cling to Wisdom (émotyyn). 

By this the rise of the mystic would seem to be that at first he purifies him- 
self of bodily allegiance and so becomes virgin. In that state he clings to 
Sophia, who, as Pascher points out, is now playing a masculine réle in im- 
. pregnating the soul. In this union the soul becomes identical with Sophia 
(as feminine), and so can receive the Seeds of God direct in a higher mar- 
riage with the Cause. Such would be the scheme behind Philo, but it is not 
thus clearly stated for the simple reason, I believe, that such a presentation 
would, for him, be taking the mythological element too literally and seri- 
ously. As Philo has softened the mythological element in the Logos-Powers 
cycle because it violated his monotheism, so he has not cared to mark out too 
clearly the function of Sophia as a hypostatic personality. I doubt, that is, if 
Philo is himself doing more than using the terminology of the mysteries as a 
figure to bring out his much more philosophic conception of the ascent, and 
to allegorize the wives of the ancient heroes. For the possibility is before us 
here, as in the other cycles and mysteries, that he is drawing not at all di- 
rectly upon the Isis cycle, but upon a long tradition in which the assimilation 
of mystic motifs had been aged and refined. 

_ The great significance of Isaac, as it is brought out in the Quaestiones in 
Genesin has been expounded in his mystic marriage. It will have appeared 
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that now in discussing the pregnancy and delivery of Rebecca Philo is still 
showing the significance of the soul made pregnant from God through 
Sophia by that elusive changing of sexes which runs through the cycle. Re- 
becca is made pregnant “with the Forms of Sophia, which like the day and 
sun totally illuminate the thought and mind.”®° The first thing this Light 
does is to discriminate good from bad, so the two sons in her womb are abun- 
dantly described as representing these two principles. They are celestial light 
fighting with terrestrial light,** the immaterial forms against material 
forms,” virtue against vice,** one the immortal part of the cosmos above the 
moon, the other the mortal part below it.°* The struggle between them is 
primarily the story of Jacob, and will be treated later. A few later sections 
are of interest in connection with Isaac. Isaac is forbidden by God to go to 
Egypt, for that realm is the body;** he is to migrate to the land God will 
show him;*° he is given, as a Sophos, dominion over all earthly things.*’ 
When Abimelech saw Isaac having intercourse with Rebecca he was too 
imperfect to apprehend that what he was seeing was the mystic union where 
the mortal joins himself to the immortal forms which are in the likeness of 
God, and so the attainment of supreme happiness.** When Isaac digs anew 
the wells of Abraham he is clearing the way to vision of the rays of light 
of Sophia.” 

One section is very interesting, because it shows how Philo is avoiding the 
Logos-Powers cycle for the Sophia cycle in interpreting Isaac. He comes to 
the question “Why did the Lord when he visited Isaac show that He was 
God?” (Gen. xxvi, 24). This, which would have thrown Philo at once into 
a passage on the Powers if found in the Abraham story, he here explains by 
saying that “Lord” is the name of a ruler and governor, “God” a name used 
because of benefits. God is truly made manifest in the latter way because he 
gives out Sophia not as a king to subjects, but as a benefactor among 
friends.’® I see no suggestion here for connecting the two cycles. With every 
opportunity to do so, Philo has not attempted it. 

Isaac’s losing his sight is, “according to the allegorists,” the falling away 
of human sight as the prophet gets spiritual vision. He has become the in- 
strument upon which God plays using the Logos as a plectrum, and so he 
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gives off a finely attuned sound in which Laws are made known.” He is 
anxious to bless the wicked son because he knows the good son is already 
taken care of, but the wicked one can be saved only by Isaac’s prayers.*? For 
the blessing of Isaac, as the blessing of a prophet, is the blessing of God.”® 
Further on Philo warns the reader that the story has nothing to do with 
men at all, but with symbols of souls and their parts.°* One wonders how 
Philo meant this. It might be taken to mean that he is denying any mystic 
importance to the careers of the Patriarchs as historic figures, and seeing in 
them only an allegory of the ascent of the soul. Yet so many other passages 
insist upon the importance for Israel and the human race of the fact that 
these Patriarchs actually did live their great lives, did become the vopot 
Eupuxot and hierophants for men, that I do not believe the passage reflects 
more than a passing mood of Philo. Isaac who hunts out the sinful man to 
ennoble him with the blessing of God®* was to Philo a symbol, but one can- 
not avoid thinking that Philo looked to him as a living and permanent 
reality. 


The career of Jacob is likewise allegorized according to the Mystery, 
though his character is not so exalted as either Isaac’s or Abraham’s.”* In the 
Exposition Jacob is contrasted with his father and grandfather in that he 
represents apetn aoKytiky, virtue won by ascetic discipline.” “He was gen- 
tle and a lover of mankind, a lover of the beautiful and good, of equality 
and humility. He ranked in the better order, was a protagonist of reason and 
the opponent of folly.”®* The treatise De Jacobo is lost, and we have to gather 
its substance, as in the case of the De Isaaco, only from the summary in the 
De Praemus and from casual references. In the De Praemus Philo sum- 
marizes his view of Jacob as 6 aoxntyc”® by saying that he has had experi- 
ence of every part of human life, and has spared no pains or labor to track 
out the great object of desire, truth. Humanity and the cosmos he found 
veiled in ultimate darkness, because they were aopiotoc. Some people have 
pierced this darkness by happy guesses to come to a belief in a single God 
and Creator. Jacob went much beyond these people, for his eager desire for 
illumination was met by God Himself, who suddenly made shine upon him 
an incorporeal beam purer than aether. By this beam the conceptual world 
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was revealed to him as it is guided,’ though even he saw of God only 6tt 
EoTiv, not oldc éotiv.'** The experience was achieved, Philo insists, not by 
inference from a study of phenomena, but by direct revelation. For as the 
sun and stars are seen by their own light, so God, being His own effulgence 
(EauTot meyyoc dv), is seen by means of Himself alone, with nothing assist- 
ing or cooperating. “Those men are on the way to truth who apprehend 
God by divinity, a light by its light.”*° 

Relatively little as Philo gives us of Jacob in what remains of the Expost- 
tion, it is clear that, like the other Patriarchs, he was explained to Gentiles 
in terms of the mysticism of the Light-Stream. In looking to the allegorical 
writings of Philo for material about Jacob, it may be well to fit the passages 
together from the Quaestiones and the Allegory according to the Biblical 
story of Jacob’s life, for the material in the Allegory is very scattered, and 
the Quaestiones in Genesin, as we have it, breaks off early in Jacob’s career. 

Jacob, as has been indicated, is, even in the womb of Rebecca, the figure 
of all that is good as opposed to Esau, evil.*°* So from the beginning, his life 
is one of struggle. The pottage for which Esau sells his birthright is fleshly 
desire, not actual pottage, “as say the silly detractors of Scripture who follow 
only the nouns and verbs.”*°* The deceit of Isaac by Jacob throws Philo into 
a desperate allegory which attempts to represent Jacob as still the virtuous 
type throughout the incident,’ the main point of which is summed up in 
the conception that, clothed in Esau’s garment of external righteousness (even 
the worst men, says Philo, have some good points), Jacob gives Isaac the 
food of the Mystery (cibum mysterit)°" The blessing that Isaac gives him is 
that he is a soul filled with Sophia and bedewed with Virtue, gifted with the 
Incorporeals, and bearing the fruit of virtue, virtuous conduct."’* He is to 
have the dew of heaven, the Logos, and the fatness of the earth, control by 
the mind of the sense-life and the lower judgments. He, as master of Esau, 
is master of the lower parts of the soul according to the Law of the more 
just Nature.*°? When Jacob is in danger from Esau he wisely runs away, as 
all men should run from vice.**° He is advised to go to Laban, which means 
that in the mystic advance a man may well spend some preliminary time in 
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getting to understand his physical nature.*** There he is to marry Sophia**” 


rather than one of the daughters of folly, the Hittite women.*** Here the 
Quaestiones in Genesin break off, and the rest of the story of Jacob must be 
reconstructed from the Allegory. 

Jacob’s dream on the way to Laban is very elaborately expounded in De 
Somnits, i, 2-188. It will be unnecessary to follow Philo through the devious 
ramifications of this allegory. It is taken as the chief of Philo’s second type 
of dreams, that in which the mind comes so to move along with the universal 
mind that it becomes possessed by God (€& éautot katexeodat kal Geopo- 
peiofai), and gets the power of prophecy.’** There are three preliminary 
points to be discussed before he comes to the dream proper. Jacob is described 
in the Biblical account as having gone up from the Well of the Oath to 
Haran, and as having then “gone into a place” and lain down until the 
sun rose. Jacob’s coming up from the Well of the Oath is the first point to 
be explained. The well is of course Wisdom (called copia or émotypn),**® 
but it is also the fourth element, the heaven in the external world and the 
mind in man.**° Each of these is in its own world the highest element, mys- 
terious in nature, the highest representation of deity, and the part fit to sing 
best the praises of God.*** That is, Philo is making it very clear that the 
mystic experience of Jacob at this stage is the achieving of the lower Cosmic 
Mystery which we have discussed as the Mystery of Aaron. The fact that 
Jacob is on his way to Haran is indicative, in the second place, that he is still, 
while only a sojourner in the life of the senses, not freed altogether from 
them. He has yet to come to a masterful comprehension of the life of the 
senses, though he is by no means going to remain there.“* The “place” 
where Jacob goes is the third preliminary point. This indicates that Jacob 
has not arrived at God, but has only come to the comprehension that there is 
a Deity beyond the material world, though that Deity was still quite incom- 
prehensible to him.**® What he finds is not God but the intermediate divine 
Logos (6 péo0c Adyoc Qeioc). Indeed it immediately appears that what he 
experiences as 6 uecoc Adoyoc was not the Logos in its entirety, but the Aoyot, 
that is, the manifestation of the Logos in terms of recommendations and 
teachings which have become to him like sacred laws.” In short, what he 
saw was a vision not from God but from God’s attendant Powers.*** This 
vision could only mean that when the inexpressibly brilliant Light of the 
supreme and invisible God shines in the soul the secondary beams of doyol, 
and, even much more those of sense, grow dim.*”” This leads Philo into a 
remarkable passage on God as light.*** God is only by remote approximation 
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to be compared with the sun, since nothing visible can be compared with 
His invisible nature. Actually, while God is compared to light, and is light, 
the archetypal pattern of all light, still more accurately God is “older and 
more exalted” than any pattern, and it is God’s Logos which is the archetypal 
pattern of light, with God something too abstract even to be described by 
that figure.** To have access to that Light in the holy and sacred Mysteries 
(ai ayiat kai teponpereic tedetai) one must discard the light and knowledge 
of the senses*”® So the Logos as Light brings the mystic complete refuge and 
salvation from his enemies (the impulses of the flesh).1?° God as Light sees 
and knows all things; and when we bring our secret sins to Him in repent- 
ance He purifies us and gives us inner peace by taking the sting from our 
consciences.'*’ After a long allegory that adds little to the argument, Philo 
sums up his discussion of the Light of God. The point is that there are two 
grades of Spiritual Light, that of the archetypal and incorporeal beams of the 
reasonable source of God who brings man to perfection in initiation,'** and 
who is available only for those who entirely leave the flesh behind; and that 
of the copies of these beams, the immortal Aoyot, popularly called the angels. 
It was this lesser type of vision that was given Jacob at this stage of his 
career.’”° 

Jacob’s hard bed and pillow seem quite appropriate to the man eager for 
virtue.*® The man whose ultimate objective is to get the vision of God and 
rest upon the Logos begins by applying to his head, i.e. to his mind, one of 
the incorporeal intelligences, one of the Aoyoi, which teaches him what he 
should know at this stage in preparation for the great wrestling match to 
come."** So he dreams his dream. The ladder**” is the air reaching to the 
sky, and upon it Jacob sees the Aoyo1 of God, those ambassadors of God who 
are “the eyes and ears of the great king.”*** They are pure souls and exten- 
sions of the universal mind into the universe.'** The Scriptural name “an- 
gels” is much better for them than the “demons” of the philosophers, since 
they are truly messengers from God to men, and from men to God.*** God 
and the Logos are with them in their work of saving souls from drowning 
in their bodily constitution.*** God is Himself accessible only to the souls 
completely purified from the body, but these Aoyot come into the minds of 
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those still unwashed and cleanse them with their beautiful teachings.’*’ 
The ladder illustrates also the fact that at this stage the mystic is in a very 
vacillating stage, up and down between the higher and lower things.*** 

The dream has thus far taught us a good deal about Philo’s conception of 
Jacob. In spite of the representations of Jacob as a man of virtue in contrast 
with his brother Esau, Jacob is a man who has actually a long way to go 
before he can get the vision of God, and be worthy of the Higher Mystery. 
He begins at first definitely in the Cosmic Mystery, and indeed in this de- 
scription of the dream we have a great enrichment of the Cosmic Mystery 
as represented in Aaron and the temple. Further the relation of the Lower 
Mystery to the Higher in the life of the aspirant is made much more clear, 
and Philo’s conception of the saving activity of God is unmistakable. For 
God reaches down by His Aoyor to the “great unwashed,” meets them on 
their level, and gives them the sort of help they need at that stage. The 
familiar assertion that Philo, in contrast to Christianity, thought that spiritual 
rewards awaited only those who had in some way already purified them- 
selves is a complete misconception. With the exception of Calvin’s doctrine 
of “irresistible grace,” Christianity, as well as Philo, has always regarded 
God as powerless to help a man who does not first want to be helped. Philo 
went no further than this in what he required of an aspirant. 

It is notable also that Philo is shifting, with his Aoyor and Aoyoc, from 
the Sophia formulation of the Light-Stream to the Logos-Powers formula- 
tion. In the case of Abraham the Sophia motif came in as a parallel to the 
other, while Isaac was described entirely in terms of Sophia. Jacob is inter- 
esting in that two conceptions of the Light-Stream are being blended even 
more closely than was done with Abraham to describe his mystical strug- 
gles. The God of the Powers emerges sharply in the God who is at top of 
the ladder and speaks to Jacob, and who is God, not as present in the uni- 
verse, but as the incorporeal Being outside the heavens.**’ Philo points out 
that God is the “Lord God” of Abraham, but the “God” of Isaac in Gen. 
XXVili, 13, and curiously that it is Abraham, not Isaac, who is there called 
Jacob’s father. Abraham was, as one who is “taught,” in need of the two 
Powers, those of Rulership (yyeyovia) and Beneficence (evepyecia), since 
he needed both legislative guidance and benefactions of grace to get along 
on his level. Isaac, the “self-taught,” needed only the latter. Jacob is aware 
that Isaac’s is a higher level, and prays that he may some day reach it.**° 
But he is just now much closer to Abraham, and needs both. The vision of 
the God of the Powers is, as yet, only something which “he dreams about in 
an indistinct way” (apudpdic aveipomodet). Only after the later vision does 
he become the “See-er,” “Israel,” and the son of Isaac.*** Still, even now, he 
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needs no longer fear,’*? for he is promised the ultimate possession of vir- 
tue,'** and in his final stage as the man purified by perfect virtue he is going 
to be a saving influence among the nations of the earth, his fine flavor per- 
meating into and ennobling the lives of others as the odor of spices goes far 
out to sweeten the lives of men.'** God will be with him, and lead him back 
to the land of his dreams.’** Yet his present inadequacy is finally indicated 
by the fact that when he awoke he thought that “God was in the place,”*** 
showing that the true nature of God, which could not be subject to space 
in any sense, was quite beyond his comprehension.**’ 

The dream of Jacob, to which Philo has devoted almost a whole book of 
the Allegory, has told us a great deal of Philo’s conception of the Patriarch, 
of the spiritual struggle which he represented in the Mystery, of the relation 
of the Lower Mystery to the Higher; and it has brought us back again to the 
God of the Powers. For Jacob seems really to have experienced the Cosmic 
Mystery, and in doing so has had an intimation, but no more than that, of 
the existence of a realm beyond into which he has not yet penetrated. Before 
he is to be ready to go on to the immaterial realm, he has still much prepara- 
tion to make. 

Jacob has now to proceed to Haran and the house of Laban, the region of 
sense and matter.’** His problem about getting Laban’s daughters in the order 
he desires represents the point ever at issue between the man who understands 
Natural Law and the man who does not. The two daughters are respectively 
the encyclical studies and philosophy, and the “devotee of Sophia” (6 copiac 
aokytnc) knows that they must be taken in that order, not, as sophists 
insist, vice versa.*® Treatment of this part of Jacob’s life is sporadic and 
fragmentary. We know that Philo used the fact that “God opened the 
womb” for Leah as a symbol of divine and virginal impregnation, whose 
progeny was really the son of God, and only attributed to the earthly hus- 
band.**° We too, if we turn from matter, can become pregnant in the divine 
Stream of beauty.*** Isaac as the “Seli-Taught” had had a sufficient mate in 
Sophia alone, but Abraham, and much more Jacob, had to have more alli- 
ances than this one. So Jacob needed two wives and two concubines to help 
him through the various aspects of his complicated struggles.*°’ There is no 
suggestion that his relations with these, even with Leah, were the mystic 
marriage such as Isaac had experienced. 
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In becoming a shepherd for Laban, Jacob is a type of the fact that the good 
king and wise man is a shepherd,*™ that is, he is a type of the Greek, Per- 
sian, and Egyptian ideal of the “Good Shepherd.” But he cannot tend all 
sorts of sheep, which means that he has nothing to offer as a spiritual guide 
to all sorts of people. It is unreasoning men who need such a shepherd, but 
some people, or some aspects of one’s constitution, are willfully and stub- 
bornly unreasonable, and these are the hopeless part of the flock assigned to 
the sons of Laban.*** They must be eliminated by the ascetic. But other parts 
of man, and other types of men, are only ignorant, and by careful training 
can be taught to align themselves with the higher life. To these Jacob is the 
shepherd.’** For the general allegory of Jacob this shepherding represents 
him doing the work for which he came to Haran, the purifying and disci- 
plining of the body to make him ready for the Greater Mystery to come. 

The deceit by which Jacob got the better part of Laban’s flocks is twisted 
by main force, even to the point of quite misrepresenting the Biblical story, 
in order to make the incident typify the true effect of Jacob’s mystic shep- 
herding. As Philo tells the story, the device of the rods produced not striped 
or mottled sheep, but white ones: that is, his effect upon the flock was to 
make them manifest the pure white of truth instead of the motley hue of 
those not yet developed in the Mystery.’** In another passage the mottled 
sheep are explained as the symbols of the mind which has become impres- 
sionable to the marks stamped in by the Seal.**” 

Now that the flocks have come increasingly into Jacob’s possession, Laban 
becomes angry, and Jacob is warned in a dream to run away. This dream 
and its interpretation are of great significance, since in connection with it 
Philo gives us one of the clearest of his pictures of the Mystery as a whole. 
For Jacob’s dream is this time a vision of the Mystery in its various stages. 
It is described in De Somniis, i, 189-256. God’s approach to man is still the 
approach of God, though it be made, as here (Gen. xxxi, 11-13), through an 
attendant angel.*** To some the mystic word (6 tepoc¢ Aoyoc) is a command, 
like that of a king; to others it speaks what is helpful as a teacher to a pupil; 
to others it brings great benefit as a counsellor; but to still others it speaks 
as friend to friend, and in this sort of conversation it imparts many secret 
things which no uninitiated person may hear.’*® Jacob’s experience here, like 
that of Moses at the bush and of Abraham at the sacrifice of Isaac, is of this 
highest type in which God speaks to him as a friend. For the dream opens 
by Jacob’s being addressed, like these, by name.*®° So Jacob is at last marked 
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as one of the $1Atkdc Biacoc, the mystery group based upon friendship with 
God;** that is, he here begins to enter the final experiences that have set 
the other Patriarchs off from mankind. 

In the dream Jacob is commanded to look and see, which means that now 
for the first time he can see with the eye of the mind, an organ up to that 
time clouded.*** What he saw was the rams and he-goats mounting the 
females in the flock, some pure white, some variegated, some with ash- 
colored spots. The ram and he-goat, as leaders of their respective flocks, 
represent the two kinds of Logos, the one which purifies the soul and emp- 
ties it of sin, the other which nourishes it and fills it full of rightful action. 
The females represent those aspects of our nature, or those people, who are 
rushing with zeal to SikatooWvy. The intercourse which Jacob dreamed 
about was, then, the intercourse of the Logos with souls that are fertile and 
virginal, an intercourse which both purifies and nourishes; it is the inter- 
course of Perfect Virtue with well-grown souls. It is not the intercourse of 
our irrational natures, our bodies, but the scattering of the seeds of Sophia. 
The offspring of this mystic marriage are of three sorts, white, variegated, and 
striped.’** This is not, what it would first appear, a mixture of the Logos- 
Powers formulation of the Stream with Sophia. It is throughout the Sophia 
formulation, a formulation by which the Logos could appear to represent 
Sophia in masculine aspect, but one which had no room for the Powers. 

The three types of offspring of the Logos or Sophia by human souls are 
the three grades of experience familiar to us from the three courts of the 
temple. The white sheep are the souls who are in the Highest Mystery and 
so are excessively white,*® for they are like unblurred light and the brightest 
possible effulgence, such as is a beam of the sun on an unclouded day at 
noon.'** The variegated (mottda) are marked not with a motley of forms 
and characters like the spots of unclean leprosy an emblem of the unstable 
life of the fickle mob, but are shaped with seemly lines and stamped images 
of a sort to produce together musical concord. The harmony and marks, he 
explains at length, are those of the cosmic forms, made known through the 
encyclical studies. But these forms, as copies, are the work of Bezaleel, the 
master-builder of the tabernacle (Ex. xxxi, 2 ff.), in contrast to Moses who 
deals with the archetypal natures, and to Sophia who marks out a variety 
of forms, and so makes the cosmos into the great moiktAya. The man who is 
in the stage of being an aspirant (6 aoxytyc) has for his objective the forms 
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as they appear in the sky and on earth, that is, in the cosmos, the house of 
Sophia.*® It is quite clear that in contrast to the experience of pure Light 
of the first group, this group stands for the men who are in the stage of the 
Cosmic Mystery. 

The third type of sheep in the vision are those with ash-colored spots (ot 
omodoeiseic pavtot). The significance of these also is to be found in their 
symbolism of the Road to kadoxayafia. They represent the beginning of 
Sophia, where the beginner is sprinkled with ashes and water to remind him 
of his own humble and unworthy nature. For he is himself, and in himself, 
made of such elements, and so he must begin by sharply visualizing his 
lowly estate, and by putting off all arrogance, the sin which God hates most 
of all.*°* So before the priest can advance to the cosmic sacrifice he must first 
be reminded of “human nothingness” (avOpwnivy ovdséveia) by being sprin- 
kled with water and ashes. He must know himself.1® 

The man who has not yet achieved perfection (6 doxnty¢ ate pnw 
téAeioc) deals with these three stages, or conceives them, imperfectly. One 
sees them in their perfection in the ordinance of the high-priest. This com- 
parison seems at first one between Jacob, as the man who is © doxytye¢, and 
so has not gone through the whole experience, and the high-priest, who does 
go through it all. But what Philo seems to be contrasting is the inadequacy 
of Jacob’s dream symbolism to make clear the three stages of the Mystery 
as contrasted with the perfect symbolism of the complete temple service. 
Unless Philo is here quite inconsistent, the high-priest, as such, was not one 
who had achieved final perfection in any way comparable to Moses. So here 
Jacob’s representation -of the Mystery, as he got it in a dream when still not 
perfect, is contrasted with the representation Moses gave us in the three 
stages of the temple worship. The first stage is the purificatory sprinkling 
with ashes in the outer court. The second stage is the putting on of the cos- 
mic robe to sacrifice in the inner court. By putting on this robe the highest 
element in man’s yuxn Aoyiky, ic.. we understand, the yyeuoviKdv, the 
logos in man, is united with the nyeyovikov of the cosmos, the divine Logos, 
son of God, so that man in his highest aspect worships God together with 
the highest aspect of the cosmos. The third stage is that of the “purely white.” 


For this the priest puts off the cosmic robe and puts on one of white linen 


which is a symbol of vigor,’”° of incorruption (aqagoia), and of the most 
brilliant light (avyoewWéotatov peyyos).17 . . . By these figures it is repre- 
sented that there is no one guilelessly and purely worshipping to dv who has not 
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first had to exercise a set determination in pouring contempt upon human mat- 
ters, things which only bait, weaken, and ruin him. Next he sets as his objective 
incorruption, despising the presumptuous images made by mortals, and finaily he 
is illumined by the unshadowed and brilliant light of truth, and is no longer 
attracted by those cousins of darkness, false opinions.17? . . . So when the mystic 
teaching (6 tegdc Adyoc)?* has purified us with the sprinkling vessel prepared 
for our sanctification, and has marked us with the variegated stripes by the secret 
formulae of true philosophy it leads into what is seemly and then makes us dis- 
tinguished (Staonpous), conspicuous (émipaveis), and shining (Aapmeous).1”4 


Such a man has no longer anything to fear from Laban, for God has ap- 
peared to him. 

Philo now proceeds to analyze the theophany itself. 
- God came to Jacob, says the Hebrew text, and said to him: “I am the God 
of Bethel.” Some of the Septuagint manuscripts read this as obviously Philo’s 
manuscript read, “I am the God who was seen by thee in the place of God.” 
What or who, then, is the God of the vision, and does the text suggest two 
Gods? Philo indignantly repudiates the latter suggestion and asserts his 
monotheism. There is only one God here or anywhere else who is called 
© Qeoc; it is the Logos that is 8e6¢ without the article.’”* Only the incor- 
poreal souls that attend God can see God in His essence. He takes on the 
appearance of angels for the benefit of those still in the body: more accu- 
rately He does not change His unchangeable nature, but presents His radiat- 
ing effluence, his Sofa, in a changed form. Yet this that is presented is not 
a copy, but is itself the archetypal model.*’® Popular legend speaks of God 
as appearing in various forms all over the world to different people, and this 
is true to the extent that God has to appeal to ordinary men in a form far 
from His true one.*” | 

In this one case it was the Logos that was the angel, appearing to Jacob 
because he was not yet able to see the true God. This seemed to him to be 
God, as people unable to look at the sun or moon think the rays from these 
bodies are themselves the bodies.’’* His mind has indeed been strengthened 
to the extent that it can now see the Leader of the Powers (6 nyeuov naodv 
T&v ToiouTwy Suvayewv).’”? The pillar which Jacob had set up before had 
been dedicated to the image of this appearance, i.e., to the element of stability 
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in the cosmos.'®° It was the dedication of the results of encyclical studies.*** 
In a word, it had been the Cosmic Mystery. Now he has come through in 
the Higher Mystery to a vision of the Logos, the Leader of the Powers. 
Philo closes the allegory of the dream with an exhortation to his soul to go 
to Jacob, and from him to learn to conquer the passions, and so be able to 
take one’s flocks (one’s lower nature which has now become a flock quite 
rational and beautiful) and lead them back to the house of our Father.**” 

The dream suddenly stops here without mentioning the fact that God at 
the end commands Jacob to leave Laban. Philo is treating the dream as an 
epitome of Jacob’s whole experience and significance, and for that it is highly 
valuable. In the fuller treatment of Jacob it must have been rather a pre- 
liminary vision and call, for not until he had left Laban did he himself have 
the ultimate experience. And it is to be noted that even in this isolated treat- 
ment Philo does not say that Jacob put on the white robe of light as a result 
of the dream. 

For it was Jacob’s flight from Laban that represented his final leaving of 
the life of material things to go into the higher Mystery. Philo devotes sev- 
eral pages to the flight in Legum Allegoria, ili, 15-27. The wise man may 
face the lesser temptations, but when the objects of sense threaten him as a 
whole, he can only run away.’** His flight is over the river of the objects of 
sense,'®* that is, he is definitely now leaving the world of matter and sense 
for the spiritual world, here the world of virtue. One is reminded at once 
that in the great allegory of the Cities of Refuge the divine Mystery in its 
higher experiences lay beyond a river, the Jordan, in exactly the same way. 
The effect upon the life of the body, when the soul thus deserts it to run 
away beyond the river, is to leave it robbed and impoverished. For Jacob 
has taken with him the only virtues that were in the realm, his wives, 
Laban’s two daughters, which stood, as we have seen, for the encyclical 
studies and the quest for Sophia. With these gone, Laban, as the body, pro- 
tests that there is no longer left to him intelligence of any kind, but only 
ignorance.*** Even the passions themselves have gone, for in leaving the body 
Jacob stole the teraphim of Laban and hid them. That is, the passions are 
now dead.**° Only the man can do that to his lower nature whom God is 
leading into a vision of Himself in the unutterable Mysteries.**’ Jacob is now 
going into the final Mystery (teAeiw6j) and so leaves the house of the senses 
for that of the soul in its higher aspects.*** 

However Philo may have dealt with the subsequent events in his extended 
analyses of the career of Jacob, little is left to show. Various fragments of 
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the next three chapters of Genesis are mentioned, but in general the robbery 
of Laban, the terror of Jacob at the coming of Esau, and the last descriptions 
of the family before the story of Joseph begins, add as little to Philo’s respect 
for the Patriarch, apparently, as to ours. It is surprising that for all the nu- 
merous references to the great wrestling scene, and the obvious fact that the 
career of Jacob is here to have its consummation, the incident itself which gave 
him title to be one of the greatest Patriarchs is not fully explained. Still there 
is sufficient to show that Philo must have gone on in the fuller stories of 
Jacob to make this the great scene to which he has been all this time coming. 
It was in this scene that the “man of effort” (0 aoxytyc) became the “man 
who sees God.” In this last stage of the struggle for virtue he changes hear- 
ing for sight, words for deeds, and progress for perfection.’*® Here is one of 
the best groups of passages for Pascher’s theory that the Lower and Higher 
Mysteries were distinguished respectively as the Mystery by which one hears 
about divine things, becomes a “Hearer,” and the Mystery in which one gets 
the Vision, becomes a “See-er.” Jacob came to see TO dvtuc Sv.'* He has all 
along been wrestling with his lower nature, and his reward is the vision of 
that which is alone worth seeing.*** The fullest description of Jacob’s vision 
of God is in the De Praemiis, 43-46, and is especially important because it 
probably gives us a digest of the lost De Jacobo, that is, of Philo’s more 
deliberate explanation as contrasted with the many casual and baffling refer- 
ences in the Allegory. Here Philo uses Jacob as the type of those rare men 
who have gone beyond the “heavenly ladder,” the Lower Mystery, beyond 
the contemplation of God through His works, to the immediate comprehen- 
sion of God && éautot. Jacob has seen God, ovx oldc gotiv, add’ Sti Zot, 
not the nature of God but the fact of His existence. He has seen this not by 
inference from any of His created works, but “has been called by the One 
Himself who is willing to reveal His own existence to the suppliant.” Philo 
feels that this needs some explanation, so as usual falls back upon the figure 
of the sun. God, like the sun, is perceived by His own Light. That is, Jacob’s 
vision was apparently a vision of God not fully or directly, but in the Light- 
Stream. It was a vision of God in as much as the Light-Stream, the Logos, 
is God in His primary extension. But it was not the complete comprehen- 
sion of God, for that, he specifically says, is impossible. That is, it is appar- 
ently only another way of stating the fact that he has risen, like Abraham, 
to the Logos, or like Isaac, is fully “married” to Sophia. Both figures appear 
in the Allegory. By such a vision, he says, one becomes united or identified 
with the object of the vision.*”” So the vision appears to have united him 
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with the Logos, for by having seen “God as source (tov Se6v apxeyovuwTa- 
tov ov) he has become the rirst Begotten of the One without beginning” 
(ToU ayevytou yévvnua mewtiotov),'** and Israel, the one who sees, is a 
proper name for the Logos.*** At the same time Philo says that Jacob “saw 
the divine light, that is, Sophia. . . . Man sees the Wise thing through Wis- 
dom. And Sophia is not simply the organ of sight after the analogy of light, 
but she sees herself.”*°* That is, Jacob sees Sophia by becoming identified 
with Sophia. The passages are not altogether satisfactory, but enough is 
here to make it clear that in the experience Jacob at last reached the height 
of the Mystery, was identified with the Logos or Sophia, and so got, to a 
certain extent, their vision of God. 

We are quite in the dark as to how Philo explained the angel with whom 
Jacob wrestled. In one passage Philo has been talking about the fact that 
God has no name, or at least none that can be told to man. Not even the 
ministering Powers tell us His proper name, says Philo. For example, when 
Jacob was wrestling with “the Invisible,” he said: “Tell me thy name,” but 
the “Invisible” refused.*°* Was this “Invisible” one of the Powers, refusing 
to tell God’s name, or God Himself refusing to reveal His own? Precisely on 
this question we should like a more adequate statement from Philo himself. 
Either answer would fit a part of this passage. It may well be that Philo 
did conceive of Jacob as going beyond the Powers to the Absolute, to dv, in 
this experience, and for that very reason makes no point of it in the general 
discussion of the Allegory, since such an experience was not a regular part 
of the Mystery formulation, and it is that formulation that the Allegory is 
dedicated to expounding. 

The shrunken thigh is the reward of Jacob’s having his lower nature 
finally reduced to subjection.**’ But the end of his experiences is not by any 
means the total prostration of the body. We have had hints before that the 
final stage of the Mystery, after the mystic has abandoned the body to rise 
to a spiritual apprehension of God, is a return to the body to live the rest 
of one’s earthly life so much its master that the body itself becomes a spiritual 
vehicle as the perfect servant of the spirit. To illustrate an allegory of Jacob’s 
dying words (Gen. xlviii, 15) Philo gives us a new interpretation of the rela- 
tion between the inner court of the tabernacle and the holy of holies. The 
former is a symbol of the “without,” the latter of the “within.” So the ark 
was gilded within and without. And the high-priest has an inner robe of 
white linen, an outer one that is embellished. Apparently Philo is here think- 
ing of the high-priest as wearing the white robe under the cosmic robe, and 
this combination seems here the ultimate attainment for man. For from the 
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time of the wrestling with the angel Jacob has the strength both of the im- 
material world in his soul, and of the created world, especially of man, in the 
body and the outer parts of the soul.’** Perhaps this obscure passage may 
throw some light later upon some of the iconographical problems. At least 
we are certainly forced again to see that the Mystery for Philo was not com- 
plete until the glorified soul had been so brought back to face the problems 
of fleshly control and ethics, that in the end the Mystery solved, not hindered, 
the development of a fully rounded life in the flesh. 

So the race Israel is benefited by the experience of its prototype. Indeed 
Philo can boast to the Romans that in the possession and practice of the 
Mystery of the Powers Israel has deserved to be called the “Race that Sees 
God.” In their experience the frustrations of philosophy have been done 
away, its dreams fulfilled. For philosophy has never been able to manifest 
the Powers, since these are beyond reasoned inference from phenomena; far 
less could it contemplate the Divine Being who is beyond all beauty and 
goodness as we can formulate or conceive the terms.**® These are now the 
objects of Israel’s vision. 
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CHAPTER VII 


MOSES AS PRESENTED TO THE 
GENTILE INQUIRER 


Ar this point it may be well to remind the reader of the general line of 
thought we are following, for Philo’s details have a way, in his own writings 
and in writings based upon them, of obscuring the general drift of an argu- 
ment. In expounding the Mystery which seems to underlie Philo’s writings 
we are taking the method Philo himself used in presenting “true Judaism” 
to the prospective proselyte. So after a few preliminaries, the explanation of 
Philo’s notions of God and of Natural Law, of the lower Cosmic Mystery, 
and of Philo’s attitude toward the Code, we have been approaching the 
Higher Mystery as Philo asked the Gentiles to do, through the great Patri- 
archs in whose stories the Mystery seemed revealed. There was much that 
he saw in Abraham that he does not bring out for beginners in the De 
Abrahamo, additional details which were found richly used in the Allegory 
and the Quaestiones. In the absence of the De Isaaco and De Jacobo we have 
had to rely almost entirely upon the more allegorical writings for the careers 
of these two Patriarchs, though the invaluable summary in the De Praemiis 
et Poenis has shown that these lost works only elaborated the fundamental 
conception of the Patriarchs in the Exposition. In following the Patriarchs, 
then, we have been following that method of presenting the Mystery which 
was originally Philo’s own. 

One important detail should be pointed out. Philo’s allegory is proving to 
be very far indeed from sporadic. There is an extraordinary unity of purpose 
that emerges. One can take the story of a Patriarch, skip from the Allegory 
to the Exposition, and then to the Quaestiones, and however slightly a pas- 
sage may treat a given incident in one of the careers. it fits with amazing 
precision into the story of the Patriarch as generally allegorized for the 
Mystery. Philo’s allegory does not always run true, but the astonishing thing 
is to find that it-does run true in the great majority of cases. There is obvi- 
ously a fixed, almost stereotyped, interpretation of the Pentateuch which pre- 
determings his interpretation of any given text. And that stereotyped inter- 
pretation is the turning of the sacred narrative into the tepoc Aoyoc of the 
Mystery according to a very precise formulation. For a man like Jacob, of 
whom we have no connected allegory, the various references to and allegori- 
zations of the incidents in his career fit together into as orderly a picture as 
do the connected accounts of the others. This fact must be borne in mind as 
one of the most significant evidences for the existence and importance of the 


Mystery. Philo himself could hardly have developed this great allegory of the 
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Mystery de novo, and then broken it up into the myriad incidental allusions 
and fragments that he offers. Were the interpretation original with himself 
he must have presented his thesis with demonstration and argument, else his 
readers would have been at as great a loss to understand his purpose as mod- 
erns have been. On the contrary he assumes throughout the Allegory and 
Quaestiones, as he writes for sympathetic Jews, that they will understand his 
objective since they too are initiates. Without some preliminary knowledge 
of the Mystery for a guiding thread they could not possibly have understood 
his purpose. As we go on into the character of Moses the same phenomenon 
will become still more striking. 

It has repeatedly appeared that for the Mystery the hero and hierophant 
of greatest importance was Moses. Yet in the Exposition there was no De 
Mose, although the general review of the Patriarchs in the De Praemits et 
Poenis includes him after the others as the greatest of all. Actually the brief 
review of his career in that treatise is so much like the De Vita Mosis that I 
have elsewhere argued that Moses was not represented by a separate treatise 
in the Exposition only because on another occasion Philo had already written 
the De Vita Mosis, and supposed that the reader would have read it before 
receiving the Exposition.’ It may well be that we too should have begun with 
it. As will shortly appear, its whole argument and presentation are closer 
than even the Exposition itself to the thinking of a Gentile. Moses is equated 
more explicitly with such current conceptions as the ideal King and the Hel- 
lenistic 6eio¢ GvOpwnoc than was done in the case of the other Patriarchs. 
So marked is this difference that scholars have in general been blinded to the 
fact that the Exposition is likewise intended for Gentiles, though for Gentiles 
more advanced in their comprehension of the Jewish point of view. On the 
whole it has seemed best to reserve Moses for his logically proper place, as 
the great climax, rather than present him as the first example of the Mysta- 
gogues. So our next task is to set forth Philo’s ideas of Moses, ideas so 
exalted that one might have called the whole Mystery “the Mystery of 
Moses.” The De Vita Mosis was written “for those who ought not to be 
ignorant” about one who was in every way supremely great and perfect.’ 

The first book is designed to show Moses as the ideal king. Philo does not 
say so at the outset, but as he tells the story of Moses’ youth and develop- 
ment he brings out by point after point the fact that Moses’ character was 
the perfect representation of the ideal of kingly character, and at the end 
declares that he has been showing what Moses did kata thv Baotheiav.® 
Bréhier did the great service of recognizing the parallelism between Philo’s 
conception of royalty and the Pythagorean kingly fragments, and indeed the 

1. See my “Philo’s Exposition of the Law and his De Vita Mosis,” Harvard Theological Re- 


view, XXVII (1923), pp. 109-125. 
2. Mos., i, 1. 3. Ib., 334. 
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De Vita Mosis is one of our best sources for the notion. But as I have shown 
elsewhere that these fragments seem to represent the current Hellenistic 
ideal of kingship rather than the peculiar notions of a school,* the Baotweta 
in terms of which Moses is described was quite in accord with the assump- 
tions of Philo’s Gentile neighbors. It will be noticed that Philo claims that 
he is drawing not only on the Bible but also on the oral tradition of the 
Jewish elders for his story and interpretation.’ The interpretation is, then, he 
definitely states, not original with him.° 

According to the De Vita Mosts, the great Lawgiver, who came from a 
distinguished ancestry,’ was from his birth a child of finer aspect than ordi- 
nary people (div évegatvev aotetotépav H Kat’ isiwtyv).® It was on this 
account that his parents tried to save him, and it was his e¥popdia Kai evetia 
which appealed to the princess when she had found him. After he had been 
weaned he returned to the palace more developed than normal for his age 
(tehe1oTepoc Tic NAKiac).® 


So he was thought worthy of a royal upbringing and training, and did not, like 
a mere child, delight in teasing, in laughing, and in other childish amusements, 
. but modestly and with dignity (at8® xal oeuvotynta aagaqaivev) he 
addressed himself to what he could see and hear that would benefit his soul. From 
the first, various teachers came from different countries, some on their own accord 
from the neighboring districts and the sections of Egypt, some brought over from 
Greece by large fees. In no great time, by the fine endowment of his nature, he 
had surpassed the powers of these teachers, for he anticipated their instruction 
and seemed to be using recollection rather than to be learning new things; and 
he went on quite by himself to penetrate into what was obscure. For great natures 
make many fresh contributions to knowledge.’® 


As good athletes need little training, and the best trees little cultivation, “the 
EUdUNS PuXN anticipates instruction and is improved by itself rather than by 
its teachers.””"* 

What Philo is doing, obviously, is to represent Moses, like Isaac, as the 
“Self-Taught,” an idea which seems to have been the inspiration of the 
legend of the boy Jesus with the doctors in the temple.** 

A complete list of Moses’ studies is given. After he had mastered the 
usual fundamentals, arithmetic, geometry, and music, both the theory and 
the practice, which he learned from Egyptians, they went on to teach him 


4. See my “Hellenistic Kingship.” 5. Mos., 1, 4. 

6. For traces of this tradition in Hellenistic Judaism outside of Philo see Chapter X. 
7. Mos., 1, 7. 

8. Ib., 9. On beauty of form in the ideal king see my “Hellenistic Kingship,” p. 72. 
9. Mos., i, 19. | 10. Ib., 20 f. 

11. Ib., 22. 


11a. The notion may well be ultimately Iranian, since the same experience is narrated about 
Zoroaster. See A. V. W. Jackson, Zoroaster (1901), p. 31. 
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their priestly lore as hidden in the hieroglyphs. He had astronoray from the 
Egyptians and Chaldeans both, to get their different theories; Assyrian 
literature from native teachers; the Greeks taught him the rest of the encycli- 
cal disciplines. In all these studies he did not become a partisan of any single 
school, but sought everywhere and only for the truth, “since his mind was 
incapable of receiving any falsehood.”*” 

To this comprehensive instruction he added the training of his mind to 
rule the body, to such an extent that he was the model of Plato’s Phaedrus, 
a charioteer with the horses so completely in control that he could bring out 
their valuable potentialities without danger from their violence. The result 
was that his life was characterized by a perfect aopovia of thoughts, ideals, 
words, and actions."* Naturally, says Philo, those who beheld him were as- 
tonished at such a novel spectacle, and asked themselves “what sort of mind 
this was that inhabited his body and was adyaApatogpopowpevoc, whether it 
was human or divine or a mixture of the two, for he had no resemblance to 
ordinary men (oi moAAot) but towered above them and was exalted to greater 
majesty (mpoc TO weyadeldtepov e&fpe0ar).”™ 

Philo has introduced a problem to which we shall return. Here he has only 
raised the question of the divine nature of Moses’ mind without answering 
it. But while it is uncertain here whether Philo himself thought of Moses as 
Seioc or pikTdc, it is obvious that Moses did not seem to him to be avOpu- 
meloc. It is clear already that much as Philo had in mind the ideal king in 
the Pythagorean or current Hellenistic sense as he described the earlier 
Patriarchs, he is here developing the parallel much more thoroughly. Moses 
was distinguished in body and mind beyond oi noAAoi, and was exalted to 
majesty most of all in the appovia of life between these two aspects of his 
nature. 

But in ali his royal education he did not, like many of the ambitious Jews 
the readers knew, forget his Jewish loyalties.*° Philo describes elaborately the 
enslavement of the Jews in Egypt, with pointed allusions to the courtesy due 
a foreign bloc in a country,*® and relates that Moses used all his influence 
with the authorities to mitigate the Israelites’ hardships. When Moses had 
killed one overseer, his enemies flocked to the king and incited him so 
against Moses that flight was the only recourse.*? In Arabia, instead of relax- 
ing and enjoying the tranquillity of his retreat or trying to ingratiate him- 
self with local leaders, he went on with his self-training. 


He had within himself a teacher, Aoyiowds Gotetos, which trained him both in 
theory and practice for the best types of life, attuning theory and practice together, 
and directing him to reality rather than appearance. For only a single objective 


12. Mos., i, 23 f. 13. Ib., 29. 14. Ib., 27. 
15. Ib., 31. 16. Ib., 32-39. 17. Ib., 40-47. 
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lay before him, the dob0¢ zis puoews Adyos, b¢ wdvog ~otiv GoETdV aoyr TE 
xa mnyn.t® 


This was at the same time to “follow the wholesome impulses of his soul.”*° 
Like the typical king, Moses was oriented in the Law of Nature, the 490dc 
hoyoc. 

The incident of Moses with the daughters of Jethro at the well is told to 
show how Moses regarded justice as an unconquerable power, and acted as 
its inspired and irresistible instrument.” The appearance and BovAyua of 
Moses combined brought the rude shepherds to obey him,”* and at once 
impressed Jethro.” 

With all these elernents from current descriptions of the kingly nature, 
Philo naturally made capital of Moses’ having been a shepherd in Arabia. 
He points out the value of shepherding as a part of kingly training, in the 
same way that hunting trains a warrior. A king is honored by the title 
“shepherd of his people,” and Philo concludes that, though the suggestion 
may seem ridiculous to his readers, a king’s training ought to include the 
experience of being a practical shepherd of sheep.” 

Then came the burning bush and the beginning of Moses’. activities as 
ruler. The bush itself contained what might appear an image, Qe1odéoTatov 
ayaApa, but without stopping for metaphysical allegorization, Philo is here 
content to call this cikwv toU dvtoc simply an angel.”* The divine represen- 
tation began to exhort Moses to undertake the care of the Jews. He was to 
give them their freedom, and lead them out of Egypt, in all of which God 
would be his aid.”* The story of the commission adds nothing important to 
the Biblical narrative until the question of Moses’ ability in public speaking 
arises. God tells Moses that He is the creator of the windpipe and all other 
organs of speech, and at His will all things will become articulate, and so 
when Moses speaks “it will be as though a stream of words flowed from a 
pure fountain smoothly and evenly without impediment.” Aaron is to be 
simply an interpreter, “telling to the multitude what he gets from you while 
you tell him ta Qeia.”?* 

Philo’s brilliant description of Moses’ return to Egypt and of the plagues 
need not detain us. The exodus at last begins with Moses as the nyepwv. 


Moses 


18. Ib., 48. Cf. Plant., 121. 19. Mos., 1, 50. 20. Ib., 50-57. 

21. Ib., 57. 22. Ib., 59. 23. Ib., 60-62. 

24. Ib., 65-70. The image was not the fire, for in the midst of the flame was Loegh tis 
NEQinahrcotatyn, . . . OHs avyosSéotegov to mvQd¢ Anaotedxtovod, fv &V TIC 
brEtONHOEV sixdva TOD dvtOS elvan. 

25. Ib., 71. 


26. Ib., 84. On the king’s speech (Adyoc) as a streaming projection of his royal nature by 
which he imparts the benefits of that nature to his subjects see my “Hellenistic Kingship,” pp. 


92-95. 
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had received rulership and kingly power not like those who force themselves into 
tulership by shock troops, infantry, and cavalry, and by powerful fleets, but be- 
cause of his virtue and fineness of character, and kindliness toward all men, . . . 
and further because God who loves virtue and nobility gave it to him as a well 
deserved reward.?? 


It was given also because of the nobility of his soul, his magnanimity, and 
his hatred of evil.”* This is the beginning of a very important passage on the 
kingship of Moses. Upon taking office, Philo tells us, Moses renounced a 
number of the interests that spoil the rule of kings. First he put from him- 
self all ambition to found a dynasty through his sons. 


For by using his will power, which was guileless and pure in all things small 


and great, he like a good judge subjected his natural love for his children to the 
impartiality of his mind.”° 


For his sole objective was the good of his subjects. On the same ground he 
was unique among rulers in refusing to make himself personally rich, and 
in eschewing those external trappings of royalty universally deemed valuable 
by kings and their councillors alike. He chose rather the wealth of Nature, 
and lavishness in that of which kings ought truly to have the lion’s share 
(mAcovexteiv), namely abstemiousness (€yxpateial), endurance (kaetepiat), 
self-control (owdpoouvat), keenness (ayxivoiat), comprehension (ovvecic), 
technical skill (emtotipat), toils (mévot), discomforts (kaxoraQeiat), con- 
tempt for pleasure (ndovGv Unepowpiat), justice (Sikatoouvat), instinct for 
the best (mpotpomai mpoc ta BéAtiota), legal censures and punishments for 
sinners (\yoyat kal KoAaceic auapTavévtwy vouipot), and praise and honors, 
again according to Law, for the righteous (ématvot kai Tita KaTopooUVTUV 


mad ouv vouw).*° As Moses renounced material wealth for these higher 
values, God rewarded him with 


the wealth of the whole earth and sea, of the rivers and all things else that are 
either elements or mixtures of elements. For as God thought Moses worthy to 
share in the portion He had reserved for Himself, He committed to him the entire 
cosmos as a possession fit for His heir. Wherefore each of the elements was made 


subject to Moses as master and altered its inherent properties to become subject to 
his commands.*? 


Philo goes on to say that the good man is always given a share in the treas- 


27.. Mos., 1, 148; cf. Praem., 54. Bréhier has rightly pointed out that this is a definite rejec- 
tion of the Pythagorean theory that one of the functions of the king was to be a military com- 
mander. See Les Idées, p. 21. 

28. Mos., 1, 149. 29. Ib., 150 £. 

30. Ib., 152-154; cf. Praem., 54. See Ecphantus, quoted in my “Hellenistic Kingship,” p. 76: 
the king “claims the lion’s share of the better elements of our common nature.” 

31. Mos., 1, 155 £. 
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ures of the world as he becomes a koouonoXttyc, but Philo’s notion that 
Moses took a share in God’s cosmic rulership had a deeper inspiration than 
this. The ideal king was in the Hellenistic world thought to be a man or 
deity so attuned to God that he brought his subjects cosmic peace, good crops, 
freedom from natural calamity. To be sure Philo had to give some account 
of Moses that would justify the stories of the nature miracles: but the account 
he gives was one quite in harmony with the thought-forms of his age. It 
should throughout be borne in mind how close Philo is coming to deifying 
his hero. Gentiles could have found no more exalted phrases to describe the 
kings whom they actually worshipped. Yet Philo has not yet gone far 
enough. “What, then?” Philo asks: 


Did Moses not enjoy the benefit of a still greater xowwwvias? with the Father and 
Creator of all things in that he was deemed worthy of the same appellation? For 
he was called de0cg xat Baotkets of the race. And he is said to have “entered into 
darkness (yvoqoc) where God was” (Exod. xx, 21), that is into the unseen*®® 
and invisible substance which is the immaterial model of all things, and to have 
apprehended things unrevealed to mortal nature. And he put himself and his life 
forward into the middle like a well executed sketch, thus setting forth an ex- 
tremely beautiful and divinely formed object as a model for those who wished 
to copy it. And happy are they who have stamped this image upon their own 
souls, or who have even tried to do so.®* 


Phiio goes on to describe how the people are wont to copy, for good or ill, 
the ways of their rulers.®° All this can now be summarized with Philo in the 
sentence: 


And forthwith since Moses was to be also the lawgiver, long before that event 
he himself became the incarnate and vocal law (vouog guwuyds te xat Aoyinds) 
by divine providence which appointed him for the future into a lawmaker with- 
out his being aware of it.°¢ 


32. It will be recalled that the ideal king got his laws by his association through life with 
Zeus in the Minos, 319 ff. The treatise is, as Taylor thinks, of late Fourth Century origin. 

33. The mss. and editors agree upon aetdi, formless, but I have read Gd. Philo seems 
reflecting here, directly or indirectly, the language of Plato’s Phaedo 79a, where, by a singular 
coincidence, if nothing more, the Codex Bodlianus reads cev5% for audi. We are driven to the 
alternative that either Gevd7 has a meaning “invisible” not recognized in the lexicons, or that 
the text must be changed as I have done. For that the ovoia which was tHv OvtM@v maQa- 
Sevypwatixn was itself “formless” is nonsense. 

34. Mos., i, 158£. On the king as the model see the pseudo-Aristotelian Rhetorica ad Alex- 
andrum, 1420a 19, as quoted in my “Hellenistic Kingship,” p. 92. 

35. Victorian England itself produced Victoria and her standards, to an extent, but perhaps 
no more than Victoria herself colored her age. There are also to be remembered the England 
of the later Stuarts, and Versailles in its prime. 

36. Mos., i, 162. The translation of vowog Aoyixdg by “vocal law” is justified by the com- 
mon Hellenistic notion that the king’s business was to make articulate the divine realm and 
will into which he could penetrate. See for example the statement ascribed to Philip of Macedon 
in Stobaeus, xlviii, 21 (Wachs., IV, p. 254): BiAAutog 6 Baodets Edeye, Seiv tov Baoiéa 
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Moses is now fully a king by choice of the people and of God who arbi- 
trated and approved.*? 

The story of the exodus continues, and Philo becomes so interested in the 
narrative that Moses appears only occasionally. At the passage of the Red 
Sea Moses was able to encourage his people during their terror by allocating 
(Staveitac) his votic to associate invisibly with God, and his Adoyoc, here 
his speech, to encourage the people.** He spoke the truth about everything.*° 
God was merciful to the Israelites in the desert because of His inherent 


equity and benevolence, but too because God wished to honor the one He had 
ordained as their leader, and still more to set forth clearly to all how much Moses 


had of piety and holiness both in things visible and in things hidden.*° 


Moses was careful of every type of honorable obligation, even to letting the 
Edomites go unpunished for their unfriendliness.** He was a man 


who did not vaunt himself in the authority of his rulership, but who cared for his 
people, honored justice and equality, and always dealt with a miscreant not with 
a view to his shame, but to the chastisement which would make for his improve- 
ment.*? 


For the most part Moses is lost in the story of the adventures of the Israel- 
ites. The character of Philo’s intended audience is amply revealed in Philo’s 
selection of events and way of telling the story. None of the set-backs, de- 
fects, and weaknesses of the race is told, except in those cases where the 
revolts and lack of faith were at once corrected by Moses’ miraculous power 
to give them food and water. Only the sin of the young Hebrews with the 
daughters of Moab is told, but there to glorify the character of Phinehas, 
and with it the ultimate virtue of the race and the glory of the Jewish priest- 
hood. Miracles are everywhere softened, given a rational explanation, or 
omitted. At the dividing of the Red Sea Moses’ rod is mentioned but the 
reader is given to understand that the sea was parted by a stormy south wind 
of the kind which is known to produce the phenomenon, while the Egyp- 
tians were overwhelmed in the waves by a change of wind to the north.** 
The wood which Moses threw into the waters of Marah 


perhaps only showed a power given it by nature, a power perhaps unknown, or 
perhaps it was endowed with that power now for the first time to meet the 
emergency.** 


uvynovevetv Ott dvbemm0s Gv &Eovoiav cidnqev ioddeov, fva mEeoaieytTaL xaAG pev xal 
deia, movi Sé aviguxivy xo7jto1. Also Cicero, De Legibus, Ill, i, 2: “magistratum legem 
esse loquentem, legem autem mutum magistratum.” This is Philo’s vou0g guwpuyos xal 
Aoyixdc in reverse order. 

37. Mos., 1, 163. 38. Ib., 173. 39. Ib., 196. 

40. Ib., 198. 41. Ib., 243. 42. Ib., 328. 

43. Ib., 176, 179. 44. Ib., 185. 
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The Manna was a shower of very fine light grain,*® and Moses explains that 
if the air under God can produce rain, it is not strange that it should at 
God’s command produce food. He parallels with the fact that Egypt by the 
rising of the Nile gets its rain from the ground.** The rock in Horeb or 
Rephidim which flowed water when struck by Moses’ rod could do so either 
because the vein of an already existing spring was opportunely cut open, or 
because water was put there for the first time.*” Balaam’s ass sees the vision, 
but Philo omits entirely the conversation between Balaam and the animal. 

The book is designed for Gentile readers who believe in divine providence, 
but who will be critical of tales that are too “tall,” especially in the case of a 
foreign people. 

Philo has concluded his first book, in which he proposes to tell of Moses’ 
acts in the kingly réle.*® As he summarizes his findings at the beginning of 
the second book he says that by Moses’ education and rulership, by events in 
Egypt and during the wanderings of the people, by his labors and by his 
distribution of rewards to his soldiers, Moses has appeared to be the true 
philosopher-king of the political theorists.°° The second book is designed to 
show that he was also the ideal lawgiver, priest, and prophet. These three 
are all really parts of his kingly office, for the perfect ruler must include them 
with the kingly office, 


that he may by his legislative power command what ought to be done and pro- 
hibit what ought not, by his priestly power manage divine as well as human 
matters, and by his prophetic power foretell what cannot be apprehended by 
reason.*! 


The king then must command and prohibit, and as this is the function of 
law (idtov vopou) the king is at once the voyoc Eppuxoc and the law is the 
Baotleuc Sikatoc.®? Now the office of lawgiver demands four qualities of 
character, 


social mindedness (~iavoewnia), which teaches him to project into society 
judgments for the public good; justice (Suxatoovvn), on the ground that equality 
must be honored and each man get his due; love of good (puayatia), by which 
he should receive the things naturally fine, and furnish them abundantly to be 
freely used by all who are worthy; hatred of evil (utcomovyeta), by which he 
should prosecute those who have dishonored virtue and condemn them as public 
enemies of the human race.** 


45. Mos., i, 200: x€&yxQ0¢, which means specifically millet, but which also means any fine 
grains. It is impossible to determine whether Philo here meant to identify manna specifically 
with millet or not. It may be that Philo’s text of the LXX read xéyxQog¢ for xdQuov at Exod. 
XVi, 14. 

46. Mos., i, 202. 47. Ib., 211. 48. Ib., 269 ff. 

49. Ib., 334. 50. Mos., ii, 1 £. 51. Ib., 187. 

52. Ib. 4. 53. Ib. of. 
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Moses revealed in his legislation that he was the only man who fully achieved 
all four of these virtues, for the laws were copies and imitations of these 
virtues, whose ideal prototypes he bore about like statues within his soul.™ 

With this as his account of Moses, Philo goes on briefly to show that the 
Jewish Law is in harmony with nature, that it has had great influence upon 
all other legislation, that Moses surpassed all lawmakers in beginning the 
statement of the Law not with the creation in his own mind of an ideal city, . 
but with God’s creation of the great natural order. The inevitability of pen- 
alty for infractions of the natural order leads him into a rather extended 
account of Noah and the destruction of his generation by the Flood. With 
this the discussion suddenly ends. The section is obviously fragmentary, for 
its ending is inconclusive. | 

Philo’s remarks on Moses as lawgiver have been brief, but his conception 
is quite clear. Moses, the ideal king, had as his essential quality the fact that 
he was vouoc éuuxoc, an incarnation of the great Law of Nature. This 
Law of Nature, it must be recalled from the second chapter, was not an 
abstraction, but a spiritual entity, ultimately identical with the Logos. Its 
existence in itself might be conceived as an effluence of spiritual force and 
voUc from God; or as the ideal world of Platonism. Thus to be the incarna- 
tion of this vouoc was to be the incarnation not only of the divine force 
which ruled the world but of the Platonic ideas, as expressed in Philo’s 
phrase that the ideal virtues were “ideal prototypes borne about like statues” 
in Moses’ soul. The king as the ideal lawmaker was véyoc oyikéc (law 
become articulate) as well as éuuxoc. He could transmit his great personal 
endowment to the people, for while he could not transfer his nature fully 
into their souls, he could give them his life to copy, and fragmentary fac- 
similes of the paradigmatic law written within him. In doing so Moses began 
with an account of the creation of the world, then set the Patriarchs, the 
great vouot éupuxoi, before them, then the fundamental principles of the 
Decalogue, then a code of actual legislation, then an explanation of the place 
of the ideal virtues in the Law and the divine sanctions of the whole. In 
doing all of this he was making Aoyikéc, vocal or articulate, the vopoc within 
him, for that vouoc had more complete representation in the doctrine of 
creation, and of the relation of man to God and nature, than in any indi- 
vidual commandment. The entire Pentateuch was thus to Philo, as to the 
Jews in Palestine, the Law of God given by Moses. The relative inferiority 
of the actual legislative code has already been discussed. : 

The treatise goes on to describe Moses as the priest. Philo ignores the 
difficulty that it was Aaron and not Moses who was made the priest. Moses 
was the priest par excellence who taught Aaron what he had himself learned 


54. Ib., 10 £. 
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from God. All that Philo says about the priest and his raiment was meant 
to be understood primarily and fully of Moses. 
First as to the connection of the priestly office with the royal: 


A king and lawmaker ought to supervise divine as well as human matters; for 
without divine wisdom (éxupgoovvn) the affairs of kings and their subjects go 
awry. Hence the ideal king and lawmaker must have a share in the chief-priest- 
hood, in order that with perfect sacrifices and perfect comprehension of the wor- 
ship of God he may entreat for the averting of evils and for participation in good 
things for himself and his subjects from Him who is merciful and harkens unto 
prayers. For how could He who is propitious, and who deems those properly 
worshipping Him to be worthy of privilege, not answer such prayers? *® 


The royal office was of course originally almost universally associated with, 
or dependent upon, priestly function, and Philo may have assumed that his 
readers not only knew the tradition of the Egyptian and Homeric kings, 
but understood the interest Augustus had taken in the priestly office in con- 
nection with the founding of the Principate. In most of the praises of the 
king extant from Philo’s period the ruler is in general not exhorted to per- 
form the priestly offices because the priestly duties had been so generally rele- 
gated to professional priests. The king had primarily to see to it that the 
priests carried on their functions rather than himself to conduct sacrifices. 
But in representing Moses as the priest Philo had had to do violence to the 
Biblical record, in which Moses founds the priestly office, to be sure, but is 
not himself otherwise connected with the priesthood. Philo’s motive for 
representing the royal voyioc Em puxXoc as a priest is, however, not far to 
seek. This element was an important part of the Pythagorean formulation of 
royalty which Philo is himself following. Diotogenes lists three aspects of the 
kingly office, military command, legal administration, and the priesthood. 
In explaining the latter Diotogenes says: 


The third duty, that is, worship of the gods, is no less fitting for a king. For 
the Best must be honored by the best man, and the Governing Principle by one 
who is a governor. So, just as God is the Best of those things which are most 
honorable by nature, likewise the king is best in the earthly and human realm. 
Now the king bears the same relation to the state (10At¢) as God to the world; 
and the state is in the same ratio to the world as the king is to God. For the state, 
made as it is by a harmonizing together of many different elements, is an imitation 
of the order and harmony of the world, while the king who has an absolute 
rulership, and is himself Animate Law, has been metamorphosed into a deity 
among men.** 


55. Mos., ii, 5. 

56. In QE, ii, 105 Philo makes the following trenchant observation: “mihi videtur priscos 
reges simul et pontifices fuisse, palam per suum ministerium facientes, quod oportet eos, qui 
aliorum dominantur, per se colere deum officiose.” 

57. Stobaeus, IV, vii, 61 (Wachs., IV, pp. 263 ff.). See my “Hellenistic Kingship,” pp. 66-68. 
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The priesthood of Moses was by current notion a necessary part of his 
kingship, then, and not at all a digression from Philo’s representation of him 
as the Animate Law. 

Moses was fit for the priesthood because of his piety, his natural endow- 
ments, and the development of these endowments by philosophy, as a result 
of which he was “one who loved God and was loved by Him.”® So ideal 
a person had however still to be initiated (uuotaywyeiv) into the Mysteries. 
He was first purified by complete abstinence from all that had to do with 
the body, and in this condition went up upon the sacred mountain.” Here 
he was not only given a vision of the immaterial forms,® but had them 
stamped upon his mind.* In view of such an endowment Moses was the true 
High-priest.” Philo now goes into the long description of the tabernacle 
which Moses built after this sacred model, a description we have discussed 
in connection with the Mystery of Aaron. 

This cosmic priesthood and perfection was, it must be recalled, pre- 
eminently the endowment of Moses. For practical purposes he passed on the 
prerogatives to Aaron and his sons, and Philo describes in detail their instal- 
lation, or what he calls their “initiation,” into the priestly office.** But it was 
Moses who was their “good guide,” and who continued to be the real inter- 
cessor for the people. This was illustrated in the circumstance of Moses’ 
second consultation with God on Sinai. Philo has changed the story all about 
from the way it appears in Exodus and Leviticus. It will be recalled that the 
Biblical narrative describes the incident of the golden calf at the end of 
Moses’ first sojourn on Sinai. It was only after that matter was settled that 
Moses went back for further instructions and returned to build the taber- 
nacle, make the robes, etc., and consecrate Aaron and his sons. The burning 
of the sacrifice of Aaron by heavenly fire followed elaborate sacrifices by 
Moses and Aaron not thus consumed. Philo reverses the two groups of 
events. According to his account it was after the first visit of Moses to Sinai 


58. Mos., 1, 66 £. 59. Ib., 68-71. 60. Ib., 74. 

61. Ib., 76. 62. Ib., 75 f. 

63. The immediate purpose of such an interpretation of the ritualistic law, which is the same 
as that given more elaborately in the Exposition, is obviously to remove it altogether from the 
Gentile reader and prospective convert as a literal obligation which he might feel called upon to 
fulfill. Philo himself went to Jerusalem, as did, probably, all the other Alexandrian Jews who 
could possibly do so. But for a Gentile this could hardly be represented as an essential part of 
the faith he was being urged to accept. The passage here and in the Exposition may represent 
the attitude of many Jews of the Diaspora to the Jerusalem cultus, but the interpretations of 
that cultus as presented to Gentiles must be used cautiously as a basis for concluding the inner 
attitude of the Jews themselves. Philo was probably quite sincere in thus explaining away the 
necessity of the actual cult on the ground that it was only a symbol of a spiritual offering. But 
it has been generally true in religious history that those most zealous in a symbolical interpre- 
tation of religious rites and sacraments have also been deeply loyal to their actual and physical 
observance. How much this was true of Philo may be seen in his description of the horror with 
which he reacted to the news of the proposed violation of the temple by Gaius: Legat., 186 ff. 

64. Mos., ii, 153: 6y56n Hv tis tedetis . . . adtov te xal tovc adeAqido0ts Moeyiatev. 
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that the tabernacle, cultus, and priesthood were instituted, confirmed by the 
heavenly fire which consumed the first offering; he puts the incidents con- 
nected with the golden calf after Moses’ second retreat to the mountain. One 
motive for this revisal of the Biblical order of events is obviously to put the 
tribe of Levi, who were especially consecrated as a result of their loyalty in 
this crisis, in a secondary position to the high-priesthood.*® But another mo- 
tive seems to have been the emphasizing of Moses’ supreme efficacy as the 
priest of Israel even after the priesthood of Aaron had been instituted. The 
inference is that Moses’ mediation was of a type vastly superior to that of- 
fered in the temple cultus. For after God had told Moses on the mount that 
the people had made the golden calf and were in revolt, Moses, 


in as much as he was the mediator and intercessor (ueoitys xat duaAAaxtys), 
did not depart at once, but first he offered supplications and prayers for the people 
in which he begged for the pardon of their sins. Then when the guardian and 
intercessor had propitiated God (&Eevpevicduevos 6 xndeumv xal nagaitytys 
tov HyEvova) he went down. 


This was going on, by Philo’s rearrangement of events, when the priesthood 
of Aaron was temporarily in complete collapse. Philo does not, for Gentiles 
at best only beginning in Judaism, draw the conclusions here which seem 
implicit. It remains for his remarks about Moses in other treatises to confirm 
the impression here that Philo did think that Moses, the perfect Mystagogue, 
was the eternal priest of Israel and of the world, offering a mediation of 
which the temple cultus was only a cosmic reflection. 

Philo has now developed the character of Moses as king, legislator, and 
priest. The remaining section describes him as the supreme prophet of 
Israel. 

Moses’ prophetic utterances took three forms. In the first he spoke & 
mpoouwmnou tot Yeot, that is produced directly an utterance of God, by which 
the divine virtues of mercy and beneficence were set forth in their great 
totality (oda 8’ ddwv). These virtues of God are the means by which all 
men can be trained in preparation for kadoxayaSia; yet though the salvation 
was offered to all, the Road to eUSatovia was opened especially to the feet 
of God’s saving race (to SepameutiKov auto yevoc).*” Philo passes over this 
first type of prophecy on the pretext that such utterances are beyond his 


65. If Philo was himself a Sadducee and “of priestly race” he would have been especially 
interested in thus subordinating the Levites. See above, pp. 78 ff. 

66. Mos., ii, 166. 

67. Ib., 189. One of Philo’s many clever little turns to attract Gentiles to Judaism. He admits 
that all men may make some progress toward xadoxayatia, but implies that they are strug- 
gling along ineffectively. In Judaism, the healing race, the ideals of men are fully realized, and 
here is the path to evdatpovia, that state which to thoughtful Gentiles was the constant if re- 
mote objective. 
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praise.*° His real reason is that they had little bearing upon the character of 
Moses as a prophet. For he says that these utterances are made by Moses by 
épunveia rather than by mpogyteia, and that these are quite different 
things. The passage cannot be taken as marking a real refinement in 
Philo’s theory of inspiration. Philo did not want to discuss Moses’ relation 
to the direct utterances of God, but did want toldiscuss the other aspects of 
Moses’ prophetic character. So by calling the prophecy ex meoownou tol Geo 
by another name than prophecy, he can continue the discussion without 
reference to this particular type. The distinction, however, is not of real 
significance for him.” 

The second type of prophecy is when Moses asks God for an oracular 
response and gets one; in the third type he himself gives utterance out of a 
state in which he is possessed by God, and it is by virtue of the third type 
that he is preéminently called a prophet.” 

Under what he calls the second type of prophecy, the procuring of an 
oracular response from God in an emergency, Philo selects four instances 
for his Gentile readers, obviously with intent. The first” is the incident from 
Leviticus, xxiv, 10 ff., where it is commanded by God that the man who 
had blasphemed the name and word be stoned by the whole congregation, 
an incident which had been made a precedent for general procedure in such 
cases. Philo tells the story with his usual flourish, and describes how this is 


68. Mos., ii, 191. 69. Ib. 

70. There is no reason for thinking that Moses’ function as Egunvets in Mos., ii, 191, in 
spite of ib., 213, was understood to be exclusive of the Decalogue (as Badt understands, 
Philos Werke, 1, 341, n. 2), for Moses was the only source of record for this as for God’s other 
direct statements. It seems impossible to understand what Philo could have meant by this dis- 
tinction, for he does not explain it here, and elsewhere in Philo’s writings (Immut., 138; Dez., 
39; Heres, 259; Mut., 126; Spec., iii, 7; iv, 49; Legat., 99) neomytys and EQunvevs are en- 
tirely synonymous, as even in the Mos. itself (i, 277). The closest he comes to making the dis- 
tinction elsewhere is in Praem., 55: EQUNVEVS yaQ EotiIv 6 xQogHTHS EvdodEev trnYovvtOS 
ta Aextéa tov teov, which in itself might be taken as meaning: “the éQunvetc is the 
meomntns when God makes His utterance echo out from within him.” But in the parallel 
Spec., i, 65: EQUVEIS yaE EioL Ot TEOMATAL Beod xataxoMUEVOV TOIs Exeivwv SeYavoiC 
medg Sndwow dv Gv édednoyn, the teod is certainly a possessive genitive, “the EQunvets are 
the prophets of God who uses their organs,” etc., and the passage from Praem. can well be 
taken in the same way: “The égunvevs is the xeomrtns of God who makes the utterances 
echo from within.” Such would better accord with Philo’s general usage, by which this sort of 
inspiration is the common description of a prophet, as for example Heres, 249. It is hard to see 
any reason, also, for excluding the Decalogue from the points covered by these three types of 
prophecy in view of the fact that Philo introduces the section by the words: mé&vt’ eiol yonopol, 
doa é&v taic teoaic PiBAos avayéyounta, yonodévtes Sv adtov (Mos., ii, 188), and 
since in QG, iv, 196 he says that that state wherein God is the actor and the prophet is the 
instrument in the state by which God’s laws are published. Badt’s paralleling (Philos Werke, I, 
341, n. 3) the distinctive sorts of prophecy with Philo’s classification of types of dreams (Som., 
i, If.; ii, rf.) is interesting but not illuminating. 

71. Mos., ii, 191. Though this is exactly the description of the prophet as Egunvevc else- 
where. See the preceding note. 

72. Mos., ii, 183-208. 
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interpreted by Jews so strictly that it led to what must have appeared to 
Gentiles as the lynching of such malefactors; but he is careful also to point 
out that it kept the Jews respectful in their attitude toward the images re- 
garded by Gentiles as their deities. The passage is obviously directed to 
make his readers from outside Judaism understandingly tolerant of the Jew- 
ish lynching of apostates, but is addressed to Gentiles not so far along in 
their Jewish sympathies as the similar passage De Spectalibus Legibus, |, 
51-55, where even the proselytes are invited to participate in an apostate 
Jew’s execution.” 

The second instance of prophetic question and answer selected by Philo 
gives Moses the authorization for stoning Sabbath breakers."* Philo has se- 
lected this incident to get a pretext for introducing a defense of the Jewish 
Sabbath, a description of the synagogue services, and of the Jewish strict 
withdrawal from labor. It does not appear that Jews still stoned Sabbath 
breakers, for there is no application of the law to contemporary life here as 
in the case of blasphemy. But the Gentile reader is given a highly attractive 
picture of the metaphysical justification and practical inspiration of the Sab- 
bath as Jews observed it. 

The third instance of prophecy by question and answer is a very interest- 
ing explanation of the fact that Jews in the Diaspora, cut off from participa- 
tion in the passover and ‘its sacrificial rites in the temple, were excused from 
this important part of Judaism by God Himself."° The story as told in Num- 
bers ix, 6-14 relates simply that God made provision that those who were 
unclean.or away on a journey on the regular day of the Passover might cele- 
brate it a month later. Philo alters the story to make the point at issue not 
the uncleanness resulting from a dead body, but the preoccupation of a fam- 
ily when it is mourning the loss of one of its members. The oracular response 
of God not only covered, he says, this case, but implied general directions to 
apply to people who should be prevented by other causes from joining in the 
rites at Jerusalem. Philo gives a free paraphrase of the scriptural command 
about “mourners” being allowed to sacrifice a month later, and goes on to 
represent God as saying that the same applies to those who are kept away 
from the sacrifices not only by a journey but by distant residence, for those 
should not be deprived of their full standing since a single country cannot 


73. In speaking to Jews on the subject of idols Philo is by no means so benignantly tolerant. 
In QE, ii, 5, he gives two reasons for not blaspheming the pagan gods: first, the heathen are 
very angry when their gods are questioned, and this makes for war, while the purpose of the 
Law is to teach Jews to know the way to peace; second, if one curses the gods the heathen will 
likely retaliate by cursing the God of the Jews, so that the Jew who curses heathen gods is in 
a sense guilty of cursing his own God because he has provoked others to do so. This puts the 
matter on an entirely different footing among the Jews themselves from what it is represented 
to Gentiles. 

74. Mos., ii, 209-220. See Num. xv, 32-36. 75. Mos., ii, 231-232. 
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contain the race, but has to establish distant colonies in every direction. Philo 
has suddenly shifted ground. These distant residents could usually appear as 
well on the day fixed as a month later. The point is that most will not appear 
at all, yet thereby Philo is assuring the Gentile reader, they do not lose their 
ioy) TIM. 

Philo’s fourth’® selection of a prophecy by question and answer is not so 
obviously of immediate concern to a Gentile sympathetic to, but still outside, 
Judaism. It relates the case of the inheritance of Zelophehad which the 
daughters wanted. Philo tells this story, but his point is at the end where he 
explains the general law of inheritance in such a way as to make it, contrary 
to the Scriptures but in accordance with Greek law of Egypt, include the 
father as the first ascendant heir.” Since the other three instances of this 
type of prophecy were so obviously selected as of immediate importance for 
the problem of the Gentile reader, this matter of Jewish inheritance must 
have likewise been a prominent matter of discussion. Perhaps the subject 
had recently been thrown up into importance by a famous case in which 
Jews were in such disagreement that Philo felt obliged to defend for Gen- 
tiles the interpretation that had prevailed. 

Whatever the motive for the fourth selection, it is clear that the group as a 
whole is made up of attempts to explain aspects of Judaism that would early 
have to be cleared up for Gentile readers. As Philo himself admits, they 
throw little light upon Moses’ character as a prophet, for it was in the third 
type of prophecy, that in which Moses was immediately inspired by God 
for utterance, that this character became properly manifest. The emphasis 
in this section is upon the fact that Moses foretold the future accurately: he 
foretold the salvation of the Israelites and the destruction. of the Egyptian 
host at the Red Sea;”* the raining of manna with the remarkable double 
supply on the sixth day, and total lack of supply on the seventh day; the 
fidelity of the Levites at the time of the golden calf;®° the destruction of the 
apostates by earthquake and fire from heaven; and finally the circum- 
stances of his death.*? 

Of these only the last brings out material on Moses worthy of note. The 
death of Moses was a “change.” Moses was summoned, perhaps “recalled” 
(uetakAnSeic), by the Father to leave the mortal life and be made immortal 
(anaQavatiCecbat). Moses had been a dyad, oGpa kal puxn, but now was 
wholly transformed (oAov SV dhuv pedappolouevoc) into the nature of a 
monad, that is into Mind with especially sun-like brilliance (votc yAtoet- 


76. Ib., 233-245. See Num. xxvii, I-11. 

77. I have dealt with this problem in my Jurisprudence of the Jewish Courts in Egypt (1929), 
pp. 58, 61 f. 

78. Mos., li, 246-257. 79. Ib., 258-269. 80. Ib., 270-274. 

81. Ib., 275-287. 82. Ib., 288-292. 
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déotatoc). In this new state he prophesied the fate of each tribe, some of 
which prophecies are yet to be fulfilled. 

This section, with definite reference to the Vita Mosis, is elaborated in the 
De Virtibus, 51 ff. Here Philo, in the course of discussing the great Greek 
virtues and their fundamental relation to the specific laws, comes to social- 
mindedness (¢\AavOpwmia), and, using Moses as the great type of this virtue, 
speaks of his last days as its supreme exemplification. The passage ties back 
all he has said about Moses in the Vita Mosis with the objective he has had 
throughout, namely to show Moses as the great vouoc Empuxoc who pre- 
sented his own life as a good model, like an archetypal drawing, Cicero’s 
way of expressing the notion of the vouoc Epuxoec. For upon his soul was 
clearly stamped the divine seal of kahoxayabia.®* Here at the approach of 
death he acted differently from any other person, whether king or private 
citizen, and was solely concerned that the succession to his honors and to the 
rulership should go not necessarily to his sons or nephews, but to the persons 
God should designate. In such a matter he will not trust his own wisdom. 
For the man selected is to be the pilot and governor of the people and must 
have greater than human wisdom for the task. That is, Moses’ successor, 
since he must be endowed by God, must be selected by Him.** When God 
had designated Joshua, Moses presented him to the people. In this, as in all 
else, Moses was to be the “norm and law for all later political leaders, who 
should look to Moses as the archetypal pattern,” specifically as respects 
dealing with successors, but also, we infer, in matters of rulership in general.” 

This matter completed, Moses began his final song of praise while still in 
the body.** In order to sing this song with absolute perfection he gathered 
a mighty company. But Philo’s description is too remarkable for paraphrase: 


He gathered together a divine company, that is the elements of the universe and 
the most important parts of the cosmos (&0eotowa Betov, Ta OTOLYEIA TOU TaAVTOG 
AAL TH OVUVEXTLAMTATA LEON TOU xOou0V), namely earth and heaven, earth the 
hearth of mortals and heaven the house of immortals. In the midst of these he 
composed hymns in every type of mode and interval, in order that men and 
ministering angels might hear, men as learners that he might teach them a simi- 
larly grateful attitude, and the angels as critics to watch how, judged by their own 
technique, he made not a single false note. The angels would also be strengthened 
in their faith (Stamtotovvtes) if a man clothed in his mortal body could have a 
power of song like the sun, the moon, and the sacred choir of the other stars, and 
could attune his soul to the divine musical instrument (dgyavov), namely the 
heaven and the whole cosmos. But Moses the hierophant, when he had taken his 
place (taydeic) in the aether, mingled, along with the choral hymns of praise 
to God, true emotions of good will to the Nation. He reproved them for their 


83. Virt., 51 £. 84. Ib., 61 ff. 
85. Ib., 70. 86. Ib., 72. 
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past sins, gave them warnings and corrections for the present, and advice for the 


future based upon good hopes which were bound to be fulfilled.*” 


In Moses the gulf between mortal and immortal, the cosmic and the human, 
has been bridged. A man has sung the perfect song while yet in the body, 
and even the faith of the angels has been strengthened. Yet this great person, 
even as he was in the height of his grandeur, could not forget his loving 
kindness to the people, and while he rebuked them for their sins, he gave 
them such instructions and advice that the future became full of hopes which 


must be fulfilled. When Moses had finished the song he began to be changed 


from mortal existence into immortal life (gx Ovytijs Cwijs sic &Pavatov Btov), 
and noticed that he was gradually being disengaged from the elements with which 
he had been mixed. He shed his body which grew around him like the shell of 


an oyster, while his soul which was thus laid bare desired its migration thence. 


Even then he tarried long enough to offer final prayers for Israel.*° 

Such was the character and career of the “most holy man who ever lived.”** 
As vouoc Eupuxoc he was the model to his people for their government, 
laws, and cultus, and not to his people only, but to all people. But he was 
more than that—he was their intercessor with God, a function which he 
continued even after his disembodiment. Like all the voyoi 2uyuxor (of 
whom with the possible exception of Isaac he was the greatest, for he began 
where Abraham left off°°), and like the Christian conception of Jesus, Moses 
was the model, the leader: he set the eternal verities before men in his utter- 
ances and commands, but his life was greater than any of his utterances. His 
followers might well obey his injunctions but much more copy his spirit, 
imitate his life, for his life was the true life. The Christian conception of 
Jesus goes farther and represents the Master as not only giving the great 
precepts and example for life, but as being the intercessor for men whose 
intercession and reconciling power did not end with his death, but goes on 
eternally through his eternal divinity and relationship with the Father. 

Did Philo think of Moses, who in life had all these virtues and was the 
incarnate representation of the divine forms as well as of the cosmic law; 
who was the intercessor and savior of his people throughout life even to the 
point of mingling at his final deification the cosmic hymn with loving inter- 
cession for his people: did Philo think that such a Moses had finished his 
great work and was done, so that the race had left only the sacred laws he 
had taught and the inspiring memory of his personality? It does not seem so, 
in spite of the fact that this is all the Moses that is presented to Gentiles 
making their first inquiries about Judaism. The saving power of the earlier 


87. Ib., 73-75. 88. Ib., 76-79. 
89. Mos., 11, 192. go. Post., 174. 
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Patriarchs has appeared a permanent xapic from God to mankind,* and it 
would be strange if Philo did not think in the same way of Moses. Actually 
when we turn to the allegorical writings where the Mystery is being more 
explicitly set forth, the references to Moses and to the great emigration from 
Egypt make it clear that he was the savior of Judaism par excellence. 


g1. See above, p. 136. 


CHAPTER VIII 


THE MYSTIC MOSES 
In one passage where Philo is talking about Moses he tells us that the diff- 


culties of the scriptural passage under discussion are too great for the present 
and must be left until he shall come to investigate “the whole prophetic life, 
at such time as we are fit to be initiated into it.”* Colson understands by this 
“the whole life of the prophet.” In either case it is clear that Philo has much 
more to say of Moses than he tells in the Allegory, and if Colson is correct, 
he planned writing a special study of the subject. We do not know whether 
such a document ever was written. If it was, its loss is the most serious of 
any of our Philonic losses, for obviously it would have taken us into the 
Mystery quite beyond what is given in the Allegory. Further there are left 
only a relatively few sections of the Quaestiones in Exodum, and the Quaes- 
tiones in Leviticum is represented only by two small fragments, if we may 
rely upon even these quotations as rightly ascribed.” So the only approach to 
the Moses for whom it will appear Philo makes such extraordinary claims is 
by a collection of the passages in which he is more or less incidentally de- 
scribed in the Allegory, and in the fragmentary material of the Quaestiones 
in Exodum. . 

When this material is put together, however, it shows that Philo had quite 
as consistent and standardized an allegory of Moses and of the migration 
of the Israelites from Egypt as has appeared in the similar collection of mate- 
rial for Isaac and Jacob. As in their case, the best outline will be to treat the 
passages according to the order of the Biblical narrative, and to put the mate- 
rial from both sources together as either may illuminate the successive events. 

Moses is like Isaac and unlike Abraham and Jacob in that he is the Self- 
Taught, and there is no drama of his leaving the body, going through great 
struggles of discipline, and finally achieving the vision. Rather he is a special 
type of incarnation: 


When God lent Moses to earthly things and permitted him to associate with 
them, He endowed him not at all with the ordinary virtue of a ruler or king with 
which forcibly to rule the soul’s passions; rather He appointed him to be god, 
and decreed that the whole bodily realm and its leader, the mind, should be his 
subjects and slaves. 


1. els thv TOU nEoMyTIxo Blov navtdc 2E€taOW, Stav adtdv lxavol yevopeta pveto- 
Bau: Gig., 57. 

2. Harris, Fragments, p. 75. Schiirer doubts the ascription of the fragment, since Eusebius 
knew only the Quaestiones in Gen. et Exod. 

3. Sac., 9. 
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The Patriarch 2s a special divine incarnation has been suggested in the 
miraculous conception of Isaac, who entered Sarah’s womb not from Abra- 
ham but from God, but nothing so explicit has appeared as this about the 
birth of Moses. Philo also contrasts Moses and Noah. Noah went out of his 
way deliberately to build himself an ark, that is to provide himself with a 
body, says Philo, but when Moses was floating on the river in the little ark 
of bulrushes he wept for his imprisonment and for all others so shut in, so 
much did he long for immaterial nature. For Moses was excellent (aoteioc) 
at his very birth.* He was a stranger in the body.’ The picture of the childish 
omniscience of Moses given in the De Vita Mosis is then a definite part of the 
conception. While Abraham and Jacob had so much to learn, Moses was 
fully aware of the immaterial world and its nature at birth. The final achieve- 
ment of Abraham was but the starting point for Moses.° 

It was on this level as the complete mystic that Moses lived his entire life. 
True he attacked the Egyptian, who was Epicureanism with its doctrines of 
pleasure and atoms,’ but that is only the attack of truth against falsehood, 
not an episode in Moses’ development. Moses was, indeed, the divine repre- 
sentation sent into the confusion of Egypt, bodily life, to straighten matters 
out; he was never himself tinged with the Egyptian taint. So he is definitely 
contrasted with Jacob who deserted Laban, sneaked away from him, to go to 
the mystical experience.* When Moses left Egypt it was to go only tem- 
porarily to the Well of Wisdom in Midian for strength to fight the battle 
with the passions. It was there too that he got his commission to carry on 
the fight,’ for apparently Moses was in some doubt as to whether to desert 
the body, Egypt, or to make a campaign against it. The whole experience of 
Midian was then not one of endowment, but of commission. 

In Midian his first experience is to see the rude shepherds trying to prevent 
the seven daughters of Raguel-Jothar from watering their sheep. This inci- 
dent is elaborately allegorized. Raguel-Jothar is the mind, whose seven senses 
are trying to give spiritual nourishment to the perceptions, the sheep, and 
bring them into his service, make them fullfil their natural function, but are 
prevented from doing so by that all-pervasive evil spirit of the Greek World, 
@Q8ovoc. Moses rushes in and protects the senses from this attack, with the 
result that the mind is. now able to regulate the lower life.*° The mind that 
is able thus to rule its flock is one that has used the shepherd and king of the 
mind mentioned by Scripture in the words “The Lord is my shepherd,” the 
divine Logos. Mind, Raguel-Jothar, is surprised at the way in which the 
senses now function in bringing the sheep back quickly and properly at his 


4. Con}., 106. 5. Ib., 82. 6. Post., 174. 

7. Fug., 148. The account in LA, ili, 37f. is not so clear, but seems an equally objective act 
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behest, and asks them how it occurred. They tell him that it is Moses who 
stepped in.** Moses is not explicitly equated with the Logos, but the allegory 
is definitely one of the saving activity of Moses who can come into the strug- 
gle of a mind and quell the adversary; he is clearly the agent, if not the exact 
equivalent, of the saving Logos. 

The daughters have been operated upon by reason (to Aoyikov eiSoc), but 
as mere senses they do not apprehend what has affected them. They leave 
Moses to rush back to their father. Jothar, the mind, reproves his daughters, 
the senses, for having left Moses after he has done so much for them, and 
bids them summon him that he may eat with them, that is may feed on their 
improvement and even bring the winged and god- -bearing and prophetic 
thing, Zipporah, to them.” It is notable that the account in Exodus does not 
state that Zipporah was one of the daughters who were tending the sheep, 
though that is usually inferred. Philo sees fit to assume that she was not with 
them, and so makes her represent something entirely different from what 
he sees typified in them. 

For the marriage of Moses to Zipporah must be, like all Philo’s allegories 
of the marriages of the Patriarchs, the mystic marriage with Sophia. But in 
this marriage Moses did not, like Abraham, Jacob, and Aaron, have to make 
a choice of Sophia before marrying her, says Philo. He was like Isaac in 
being given Sophia or Logos as his spouse because Sophia was a fitting en- 
dowment of his own “Self-Taught” nature.** That is, Sophia was his natural 
companion and endowment, not something acquired by effort and aspira- 
tion. It was God Himself who joined them in this marriage.“* And Moses 
found her already pregnant from God when he married her,” one of the 
many illustrations we have encountered of the fact that agetn as Sophia has 
intercourse with God, and thus brings forth progeny to God, not men. Moses 
was so much greater than the other Patriarchs, even than Isaa+, that while 
they all had to pray God for this impregnation of their wives, Moses found 
his wife already pregnant without having to ask for it. Philo tells us that in 
getting into the matter of the mystic marriage he is dealing with one of the 
inmost secrets of the Mystery, and cryptic as are his remarks about it, he 
warns the reader against babbling the story to the uninitiated.” 

What is the secret that lies behind these cryptic utterances? To understand 
it we must recall the concept of the mystic’s rise through the Sophia formula- 
tion of the Light-Stream. In this there have appeared to be two successive 
marriages. In the first the mystic strips himself of all positive characteristics, 
that is of his masculinity, and presents himself in feminine receptivity to 
Sophia. Sophia comes to him now herself as the male, and sows within him 
her seed. In the higher marriage the sexes are reversed. He as masculine now 
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has relations with her as feminine. In Moses’ marriage he is not feminine ia 
the sense that he is being taught by Sophia, receiving her seeds. He, the self- 
taught, is meeting her as a male meets a female. But he finds her already 
pregnant by God, for God is her true spouse. How then could Moses marry 
her? Only, and here is the guess as to the meaning of the “secret,” because 
Moses has reached so high a stage of mystic union with God that he can 
function as God with Sophia. His union with Deity is so complete that he 
can take God’s place with her. Philo does not say this. But I strongly suspect 
that this was the hope of Mystic Judaism, as it expressed itself in terms of 
the Sophia formulation, just as it appears likely, from Pascher’s evidence, to 
be the highest stage in Isis. There one finally becomes identical with Osiris, 
the Spouse of Isis. Here one becomes identical with God, the Spouse of 
Sophia. And the mystic intercourse as male with Sophia as female is the 
sweet token of one’s ultimate deification. 

Moses now begins to be shepherd of the flocks of Jethro, who appears in 
this allegory in his more usual bad odor. The flocks, which represent the 
thoughts and commands of the bad shepherd, have to be put into order by 
Moses, led into justice. This he does for Jethro like the 6996¢ Adyoc.’” His 
relation to Jethro is indeed like Jacob’s to Laban, but is much better a type 
of the way in which the Good Shepherd will come in and shepherd our 
flock. The allegory is an extended one of the divine power of salvation, and 
the divine care God exercises for those who come to Him.** 

The experience at the burning bush is variously explained. In one passage 
Moses seems to be attempting as a man to solve the principle of cosmic cau- 
sation when he approaches the burning bush with his shoes on. He is warned 
off the holy ground of causation (6 aitiohoyiKxoc tomec) by God who has 
reserved knowledge of this for divine natures. He does better when at Sinai 
he makes the vision of God his objective, though even here he can only par- 
tially succeed.”® In another passage it is pointed out that God addresses Moses 
as a friend, since He calls him by name.”° God could not appear to Moses as 
He is, for that vision can be had only by incorporeal souls. He told Moses 
that His name is “I Am Being,” “that he might recognize the existence of 
the things which it is impossible for a man who is not with God to appre- 
hend.”** In two passages it appears that while Moses could not learn the 
name of God, he learned the fact that it is God’s nature to Be. For human 
convenience God is to be named the God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob, 
that is kupiocg © Gedc of three natures, teaching, perfection, and discipline. 


17. Sac., 50 f. 18. Agr., 42-54. 

19. Fug., 161-165. 20. Som., i, 194 f. 
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The three Patriarchs are symbols of these three “natures” according to which 
God is kupioc 6 826.2” When we, look from this curious. statement to De 
Abrahamo, 51-55, we notice that on the basis of the same allegory each of 
these three natures is a “power,” Suvapic, in which the Patriarchs shared. 
Each Patriarch had all three “powers,” though predominantly sharing in 
only one. They are also xaeitec for they have become divine gifts to men. 
In a third passage we are told that at the bush Moses was engaged in “in- 
vestigations of God and His most sacred powers,”” a statement that would 
naturally be taken as referring, as Philo does in almost every one of his 
writings, to the three great Powers of the Mystery. The passages lead us 
strongly to suspect that this God of three powers, KUptoc 6 Qe0c, is none 
other than the God of the Mystery, who was also the God of the Powers, 
and that if we had more explicit information ‘it would appear that Jacob 
represented the Suvapic Bacon, Abraham the Suvapic momtiky, and Isaac, 
in between the two, the Logos. Such may well have been the revelation to 
Moses at the bush, the revelation of the Mystery in three terms. I do not feel 
that the suggestion, slight as the evidence is, can be too lightly discredited, 
since the same allegory of the incident is seen to have appeared in both the 
Allegory and the Exposition, and hence must be taken as something more 
important in Philo’s sources and thinking than its cryptic exposition would 
superficially indicate.”* 
_ The rod which is transformed into a serpent during this scene at the bush 
is discipline, which when thrown away becomes a serpent, pleasure. Moses’ 
first instinct is to run from it, but God recalls him, for the Perfect Man (0 
té\eioc) must not run from pleasure like the man not yet made perfect, but 
must grasp it by the tail and turn it again into discipline.”® Still the picture 
is of the experience and lessons of the man already perfect, not of one being 
perfected. Moses’ life is throughout the life of the perfect man turned to war 
against the forces of evil in the world. 
Yet Moses feels himself unable to speak well enough to fulfil the mission 
on which God is sending him. Several explanations of his inability to speak 
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24. Identification of each of Philo’s seven great Patriarchs with one of the seven Powers has 
already seemed a possibility. And while the identification of each Sephira with a Patriarch in 
the Kabbalah (see below, pp. 367 f.) proves nothing for Philo, it does not at all weaken the pos- 
sibility that Philo did so with his Powers. By this Enos would have been the xdopog vontdc, 
Enoch the Legislative Power, Noah the Merciful Power, or possibly Noah would have been the 
Legislative Power, and Enoch, the middle of the three, would have been the highest of the 
_ three, the Merciful Power. In the next triad Abraham would have been, from the above, the 
Creative Power, Jacob the Ruling Power, and Isaac the Logos. Moses would have been left to 
represent Td Ov. We have no proof that Philo made any such identifications, but from such 
‘scattered hints as the above it would seem not at all unlikely. 

25. LA, ii, 88-93. 


204 By Licut, Licut 


are given. One is that the sort of speech needed with the type of man Moses 
must face is sophistic rhetoric, but such rhetoric vanishes from one who has 
had a vision of the truth.** Also Moses has become stamped by Sophia, and 
so is made into Adyoc évdiaetoc. He is the source of speech, myn Aoyuv, 
but not himself “utterance.”?” He is in ecstasy and so has become a resistless 
stream of the beauties of Sophia, but that stream is never formulated in 
words.”* The promise is that Moses will receive a stream of God’s doyat, 
which he will pass on to Aaron to express in utterance.” 

With his vision of God thus clarified, and with the practical assistance of 
Aaron, Moses now goes to Egypt to begin his great work. He returns to 
Pharaoh, to struggle with him and ultimately destroy him. Pharaoh repre- 
sents all that is bad in human nature, a lover of pleasure who knows not 
God;*° he is one who “rejects both parents,” divine and human restraint,” 
and hence, with Egypt his country, represents the body in its worst form.*” 
Captive in this country is the “mind fond of seeing,” Israel, which at this 
stage is rather the mind capable of seeing. This mind must be led out of 
Egypt. if it is to get the vision, and it is Moses who, with Aaron, has the 
power to do this for man’s higher nature.** The salvation he brings the 
Israelites is one “where the helping principle (to ouppaxikov) of its own 
accord comes wholly from the outside to shield us after our own faculties 
have been quite destroyed.”** 

So the passover is a constant symbol with Philo for the abandoning of 
the life of the passions and the beginning of the journey to o owtnp Seo.” 
The lamb of the passover symbolizes the “forward step” one is about to 
take.** It represents the beginning of a hard and bitter task,** and requires 
the girding up of the loins.** The allegory of the passover in the Quaestiones 
in Exodum is the same. The ceremony indicates the passing over from igno- 
rance to wisdom, and the. emigration of the soul from the body, of mind 
from the senses, under the inspiration of prophetic spirits.°® The passover 
and its perquisites 


are signs of the good soul desiring perfection: for it is first necessary to eradicate 
the sins, but then, when these have been expunged, to carry out and practise daily 
virtues.*° 
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As the people are thus united in the one great collective act of migration they 
are made one; from being a multitude, or a tribe, or a people, they become 
an “ecclesia,” a church, united not so much in body as in mind, intent, and 
spirit.* The passover is held at evening because of the usual significance of 
evening, the time of the fading of material light at the coming of immaterial 
illumination.*? The passover is eaten with unleavened bread and bitter herbs 
as a symbol that they have left the pride of material life, and have gone over 
from desire to apathy, from wickedness to virtue; by speculations of wisdom 
they have migrated to the happy state of immortal life.** The migration is to 
lead to the vision of the incorporeals.™ 

When the death Angel smote the eldest sons of the Egyptians it did not 
smite Israel, for Israel is not to be overwhelmed, but is to “emerge as from 
the depths.”** So the Exodus is an allegory of how Moses can lead the soul 
out from its lower aspects and complications to the vision of God. It is the 
story of Moses as the great hierophant and savior of the Mystery. 

An illuminating passage from this point of view is De Confustone Lin- 
guarum, 88-97. Here Moses describes Pharaoh as king of Egypt, the lower 
bodily mind which is in revolt against God. Not only is that mind engrossed 
in the complicated structures of pleasure, but it takes the higher mind with 
its possibilities of Vision and enslaves it. The higher mind groans heavily 
at this subjection and cries to God the only savior. In answer God com- 
mands, “Send forth the people that they may serve me.” The type of service 
to which Td dv calls them is not a menial one; it consists in 


going up to the aetherial heights with their reasonings, setting before them Moses, 
the type of existence beloved by God, to lead them on their way. For there they 
shall see the place which indeed is the Logos, where stands the undeviating and 
unchanging God, and also “the things beneath His feet, like the work of a brick 
of sapphire, and like the form of the frmament of heaven,”*® that is the sensible 
world, which he is indicating by these words. For it well befits those who have 
become the comrades of Wisdom*’ to desire to see tO Ov; but if they cannot do 
so, at least to see His image, the most sacred Logos, and below the Logos the 
most perfect sensible product, this cosmos.*® 


41. Ib., ro. 42. Ib., 11. 43. Ib., 15. 
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As the story of the Exodus goes on it becomes evident that this is the alle- 
gory which lies consistently behind the great mass of isolated references to 
the details. The Israelites are to go through, or come to understand, the 
three stages of the Mystery, first the cosmic stage, second the Immaterial 
Stage which is collectively represented in the Logos, and third 16 dv. The last 
stage is inaccessible to humanity, but it is Moses, To SeogtkEc yevoc, who 
will lead us to the two others. 

In leaving Egypt the Israelites made the great mistake, Philo points out, of 
taking with them all sorts of herds, a mixed or manifold company of “beast- 
like and unreasoned teachings,” or “opinions.”** It is the dragging influence 
of the “manifold” as contrasted with the single.” This vestige of “confusion” 
which remained even after Israel had left Egypt accounted for the fact that 
the tribes wandered in the desert forty years instead of quickly coming 
through in three days to the “inheritance of Virtue” to which the threefold 
light of perception of things past, present, and future could otherwise have 
brought them.** They had still, even after leaving bodily Egypt, to “knead 
the savage and untamed passion by the aid of Logos the Softener, softening 
it as though it were food.” This passion which must still be softened is com- 
pared to the dough the Israelites brought from Egypt and baked in the des- 
ert.” So by softening down the passions with Logos as they were taught to 
do by divine inspiration they could bake the cakes of the Lesser Mystery, 
and thus partake of those secrets into which one must be initiated before he 
is ready for the secret cakes of the higher Mystery, the mystery of God as 
revealed in the three Powers.” 

The Israelites brought with them those hampering vestiges of the somatic 
nature, but the destruction of the Egyptian host was the destruction of the 
body, the death of the lower mind and its six sensuous manifestations.* The 
tribes had come to the point where this was possible by the fact that the 
Logos, the Cutter, had already begun to make the division between the 
higher and lower aspects of human nature by standing’ between the two 
hosts as the pillar of fire, a saving force for the one, destructive for the 
other.*° This death of the body, Philo is careful to point out, is not physical 
death, but is the destruction of unholy doctrines and of the words that come 
from them.** The hymn that is sung when the Egyptians, the passions, perish 
is the song of a mind that is beginning to see, led by the keenest vision, 


translated the wet’ Ov of §97 as “below whom” since Philo is going from the higher to the 
lower in his list so that the sense is better rendered by “below” than by the literal “after.” 
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Moses the leader, and by the purified senses, with Miriam as leader. “Horse 
and rider he threw into the sea” is the song sung to God at the destruction 
of the body and the bodily mind.” 

The years of wandering in the wilderness, in spite of the high favor of 
God, are typical of the struggle of a man who has renounced the lower life, 
and migrated out from it as the place of his settled abode, but who is still 
so hampered by what might be called “somatic survivals” that he is unworthy 
and unable to come through to a higher experience. It is the familiar ground 
where most men of mystic aspirations live. So Paul, for example, for all that 
he is no longer “dead in his sins,” and has had moments or hours of mystic 
exaltation, had to drag about with him the dead body, which, for all it was 
dead to him and-he to it, was a heavy weight that had still not been entirely 
cast off or “redeemed.” One wonders whether Paul ever got the experience 
for which he, and the Spirit with him, are groaning, “to wit, the redemption 
of the body.” That is, there may seem confusion in Philo’s representing the 
Israelites as having drowned the body and passions in the Red Sea, and yet 
still being obliged to fight them for the forty years of wandering. The con- 
fusion is quite common in any experience, where man is trying to move out 
completely during his present life from bodily to spiritual orientation. In a 
sense the body is dead. Sometiiing has freed the spirit in man to look beyond 
it and its needs, and occasionally there may come the Rapture of the great 
Illumination. But live from day to day on that plane? Never to feel “that the 
evil we would not, that we do”? Never to be almost suffocated by the de- 
sires to which we had in a sense died? Philo is like Paul in being too much 
a realist in his mystic life not to know that most of the lives of even the 
greatest mystics is spent wandering in the wilderness between the Red Sea 
and the Promised Land, or, as Paul has it in Romans, between death to the 
body in Baptism and the Redemption of the Body. It is one thing to sketch 
the ideal stare by stage, and to see that ideal realized in the great Savior or 
Saviors: it is Guite another to realize it consistently in oneself. 

Far then from marking Paul or Philo as “confused” in their mystic presen- 
tation, their very apparent contradiction arises from the vividness of their 
mystical exprience and understanding. Even Jesus humbly asked, “Why 
callest thou me good?” It is for smaller men than either Paul or Philo, the 
“perfecti” of all ages and religions, to claim consistent achievement of the 

oal. 
: During the period of struggle the mystic is aware that there are “showers 
of refreshing,’ miracles of grace to support the soul on the way. There is 
little chronological significance in the incidents here. Each is a miracle of 
the mercy of God, to help in some emergency of fleshly temptation. The 
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manna of the wilderness is repeatedly explained in the sense of such a merci- 
ful dispensation. The great passage on the manna is in Legum Allegoria, 
iii, 162-176. There it is stated that Pleasure, the snake of Eden, is condemned 
to eat earth,®® but the food of the soul is heavenly: it consists of the Aoyor 
that God pours out like rain from the exalted and pure element ($vs1c) 
which men call “heaven.”*® Only a day’s supply of such food is given at a 
time, and for several reasons, chiefly because man is not capable of receiving 
the grace of God in a single torrential rush, and because by daily rationing 
we are constantly reminded of our dependence upon God. He that would 
have God’s grace otherwise, lacks hope, faith, and sense. By allegory it is 
evident that this food is illumination,® nourishment on the heavenly emortij- 
ual, wisdoms.®? More than the Aoyot and emortijyat, the food is the Logos and 
Sophia,® the heavenly Light-Stream itself as well as its lower and plural 
manifestations.** The manna is white because of its being itself the light that 
illumines the soul.® Only Moses can tell one what is the nature of this 
heavenly grace in the soul. Ordinary men feel their souls brightened and 
sweetened by it, but cannot know what it is. Moses as hierophant and 
prophet tells us it is the Logos.®* It comes after a testing time when there 
has been a scarcity of food, and the soul has grown so faint that the lower 
leaders of the soul want to give up the struggle and return to Egypt, the 
passions. We ordinary men do, indeed, get this spiritual food in portions 
(Sia pepouc): the souls of the more perfect get the Logos as a whole.®* 
There is some confusion in the passage as to whether he means that the 
manna is the Logos or the lesser logoi. He calls it both here. The contrast 
between the ordinary man in the wilderness getting food in portions and the 
perfect getting the Logos as a whole is expanded to represent two mystic 
stages. The one stage is purificatory, supervised by the lower divine agencies 
and angels and logoi. The higher stage is where God acts directly to give 
the Logos as a whole.” It is probably the former which he has in mind 
when he says that it falls only in the wilderness of passions and wickedness.” 
Philo is confused here because ultimately the distinctions of personalities or 
agencies within the Logos or Light-Stream had no significance. The logoi 
or angels are only lower manifestations of the single Stream. The difference 
between the experience of the Stream in its lower manifestations and that in 
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its higher is important, indeed, but there was no real merit in the figure of 
higher and lower personalities to represent the contrast. What Philo has in 
mind by the two experiences of the Logos and the logoi, as it seems to me, 
is, in the one case the Higher Mystery, where one had the Logos at its source, 
and in the other case the Lower Mystery, where men are using the lower 
agents of the Stream as revealed in the laws, advices of Judaism, and in the 
cosmic order. 

After leaving the passions of Egypt the Israelites came to the bitter waters 
of Marah. The bitterness was their apprehension for the future, that timidity 
which drives many easily discouraged people back to pleasure.” The Israel- 
ites would indeed have been lost and returned to Egypt had not the Savior 
thrown into their lives, their souls, a bit of wood, a sweetening thing, to 
make them see that toil was sweet. This Savior was the Creator, the d5np- 
oupyoc, a strange term even for Philo to apply to Moses; though in the 
narrative it is he who is the Savior and throws in the wood at God’s com- 
mand.” The wood or tree cast into the waters was the Tree of Life, says 
Philo, the tree that brings immortality, and hence it is Goodness and her 
body-guards, the specific virtues.”* Again it is apparent how Moses is acting 
as the Savior-Hierophant for the wanderers. 

The Israelites now go on to Elim, with its twelve fountains and seventy 
palm trees. These fountains are the springs of learning, the right and most 
nourishing Logoi, by which one is introduced to Virtue. Since they are 
twelve in number they are parallel in symbolism with the zodiac’* and the 
Cosmic Mystery of the high-priest’s robe.” The palm trees are the Mystery 
of the seven, that is, we understand, of to dv with the six Powers, and 
of the seventy elders who received the divine and prophetic spirit."* Hence 
the distinction is that those who are learning make use of the wells of pre- 
liminary instruction, those who are adorned with complete virtue are 
crowned with palm leaves and fillets.” Israel, at this stage, Philo points out, 
was not ready to camp by the palms, but only by the springs of the Lower 
Mystery. 

The incident is given little more than parenthetic attention in the Alle- 
gory, and might easily escape notice if it were not that it seems to be certainly 
what lies behind one of the most difficult of the frescoes in the Dura Syna- 
gogue. In the De Vita Mosis, i, 188 ff. the twelve trees are a symbol of the 
twelve tribes, the seventy palm trees of the seventy elders. In the fresco, 
which will be reproduced and more fully discussed in the next volume, the 
twelve tribes take the place of the twelve palm trees encircling the foun- 
tains. Each tribe is represented by a figure standing before his tent, the tent 
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of the biblical encampment, and the twelve man-tent units are arranged in a 
circle like that of the zodiac uround a central spring from which flow twelve 
streams, the twelve fountains of the Bible conceived as a unit. Moses it is, 
apparently, who stands by the central fountain, a huge figure in a peculiar 
checked garment, touching the fountain with his wand and thereby, appar- 
ently, causing its twelve streams to flow out one into each of the surrounding 
tents. With these details are shown the altar, censers, and candlestick of the 
Mystery of Aaron, while the reality beyond is fittingly indicated only by an 
arch through which nothing can at this stage be seen. The fresco stands 
beside another which represents the significance of the temple as admin- 
istered by Aaron. The fresco would seem to agree with Philo in representing 
the scene at Elim as the incident when the tribes were taken into the Lower 
Mystery. With this harmonizes the fact that the twelve springs at Elim 
represented both the twelve tribes and the twelve signs of the zodiac in early 
rabbinic tradition.” 

Again the Israelites are discouraged and mutinous because of their thirst 
and the hardships of the journey, and again God through Moses comes to 
their rescue. This time it is the first incident of the water brought forth from 
the rock by Moses’ rod, the rock of Horeb.”* Philo explains this twice. The 
soul, represented by the Israelites, is disorganized in the desert 


and is gripped by the thirst of the passions until God sends down the stream of 
His own precipitous Sophia and quenches the thirst of the soul with unwavering 
health. For the precipitous (axQdtopos, literally, sharply cut) rock is the Sophia 
of God which He cut off as the peak (Goa) and first of His own Powers, and 
from which He quenches the thirst of the souls that love God.”® 


The passage is too slight to emphasize particularly except for the general 
identification of the rock and its stream with Sophia. The picture of the 
sharply cut peak at the top of the Powers suggests the way in which all the 
Powers head up in the Logos or Sophia, as I have illust.ated it in the Dia- 
grams on pp. 24, 29. It is at least possible that Philo has in mind this peaked 
triangle of Powers. 

More elaborately he allegorizes the words, “Behold I will stand before thee 
there upon the rock in Horeb”:°° 


77a. See D. Feuchtwang, “Der Tierkreis in der Tradition und im Synagogenritus,” Monats- 
schrift fiir Geschichte und Wissenschaft des Judentums, LIX (1915), pp. 241-267, esp. p. 243. 

78. Exod. xvii, 6. It is notable that Philo follows the general Jewish conspiracy of silence 
about the second incident of the rock (Numb. xx, 10, 11), the rock of Meribah, where Moses 
was commanded to speak to the rock, but instead struck it in anger, and so was forbidden 
himself to enter the Promised Land. 

79. LA, ii, 86. The phraseology comes from the reference to the incident in Deut. viii, 15, 
where the detail that the rock was GxQdtomosg is added. The Hebrew word is taken by com- 
mentators to mean flint. 

80. Exod. xvii, 6. 
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This is equivalent to saying “I who am made manifest and am there, am there 
and everywhere. I have filled all things (yet stand and remain in a fixed condi- 
tion (€v du0tm) since I am unchangeable) before either you or any phenomena 
came into existence. I am seated upon the highest peaked (Gxgotatn) and eldest 
Power, that of Rulership, from which the creation of phenomena is rained down 
and the stream of Sophia flows.”®* 


The two passages together do not make a picture clear in details, for the rock 
is in one case the highest Power, Sophia; in the other it is again the Power 
that is most sharply peaked, but this time that Power is apxn, the source of 
Sophia. But the two are more alike than dissimilar, for in both cases the 
rock is the highest Power as the flowing source of Sophia to men, with God, 
in the second passage, above the peak of Powers. He may be understood to 
be so in the first passage also. It is quite evident that the Biblical scene was 
one that would appeal to men interested in striking illustrations of the 
mystic impartation of the Stream through the mediation of Moses as the 
Savior, and actually we shall find Moses at the rock to be one of the most 
common of our iconographical survivals. 

When Moses by holding up his hands brought victory to the Israelites over 
Amalek he showed that the soul can triumph over mortal things only as the 
mind is borne aloft above them.* His hands are supported in the effort by 
Aaron as Speech and by Hor as Light or Truth ($éic, aAnOeia).* 

The next incidents in the story are described rather with the purpose of 
showing the character of Moses and his relations to God than to illuminate 
the migration. So Moses who “sits alone” outside the camp™ is the Sophos 
withdrawn from the tempestuous sea of humanity, contemplating to év. 
Thus he is constituted kata Tov povada, in accordance with the Monad, in 
marked contrast to the high-priest, logos. For the logos without speech is 
constant and one, but logos projected with voice is not one but two, logos 
and sound, and so is not fixed and stable. Hence the high-priest, who repre- 
sents logos in speech, Aoyoc mpopopikdc, can have only occasional recourse 
to the sacred doctrines, only once a year, in fact, when he goes into the holy 
of holies. Moses sitting outside the camp is really then a type of the perfect 
mystic who, having gone beyond the experience of the Logos in the Cosmos, 
comes to the higher doctrines of the Mystery, and can live simply and con- 
tinuously on that level.*° Indeed he is that Logos itself. 

In this passage the man of puffed up conceit, 6 mepicodc tUpoc, Moses’ 
father-in-law, Jethro, is amazed when he finds how Moses lives, and re- 
proaches him.** In another treatise Philo discusses the same scriptural pas- 
sage and with the same interpretation. Jethro is again 6 tUdoc, the Egyptian 


81. Som., ii, 221. 82. LA, iii, 186. 83. Ib., 45. 
84. Exod. xvii, 4. 85. Gig., 51 £. 86. Ib., 50. 
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Proteus,** rebuking Moses, 6 copoc. Jethro thinks he has said something fine 
in saying that “the Lord is great beyond all gods.”*’ By these very words he 
shows that he does not perceive God, for if the Light, those unmixed and 
purest and most brilliant conceptual beams of the Light-Bearing God, had 
come to him, the lesser lights would have been so eclipsed that he could not 
have made this comparison. He has not got from the Many to the One. In 
contrast Moses teaches men the true Law, and urges them to leave Jethro’s 
“empty opinion”: he urges men to come, under his guidance, to the “true 
faith dear to man,”** which we may suppose involved the inflooding of the 
Light-Stream. 

It is hard to think that there could be any higher vision or communion 
with God than this, but certainly the descriptions of Moses on Sinai are 
meant to imply the supreme human experience of God. References to the 
experience are of course frequent, and need not all be discussed. The most 
beautiful message Moses has for his mystic followers (Toic yvwpipoic) is 


that they love God, hearken unto Him, and cleave unto Him.®* . . . Vivid is the 
invitation Moses gives them to honor the Thrice Desired,®° the One worthy of 
love: for he says, “cleave to Him,” thereby bringing out the continuity and suc- 
cessiveness and unbrokenness of the attunement and union that come from ap- 
propriating God to oneself.*? 


Moses’ own yearning to see and be seen by God was so intense that he left 
the people at the foot of Sinai to press on into the thick darkness where 
God was,” that is into the unapproachable and invisible conceptions (év- 
voiat) about to dv.°* For God is not Himself localized by the darkness or by 
any other time or place, for He transcends the material universe though He 
Himself made it and has filled the world with Himself. What are in the 
world are His duvapyeic, His Powers, which hold the universe together ac- 
cording to the ratios (Aoyot) of harmony.™ In trying to get beyond these 
Powers to the essence of Being (to TI éoT1 TO Sv kaTa THY OUSIav) man is 
seeking the invisible, a quest that is doomed to failure though the attempt 
brings the greatest boon, since perhaps the highest achievement we can hope 


86a. The identification of Jothar with the “Egyptian Proteus” is the only survival I have 
found in Philo of the primitive identification of biblical figures with pagan deities, a process 
described in Chapter X. Just what the identification orginally meant it is difficult from this 
phrase to reconstruct. “Egyptian Proteus” is Homeric (Od. iv, 355, 385; cf. Legat., 80). But 
Proteus in Egypt was a king who received Dionysus, and he figures importantly in Orphic 
mythology (Hymn, XXV, Abel, Orphica, p. 72). Frazer suggests (Diodorus, The Library, Loeb 
Classics, I, p. 326, n. 1; Ill, v, i, ad loc.) that the visit of Dionysus to Egypt was part of the 
identification of Dionysus with Osiris. 


87. Exod. xviii, 11. 88. Ebr., 36-45. 89. Deut. xxx, 20. 
90. tTeitddyntos. One is reminded of Trismegistus. 
gi. Post., 12. 92. Exod. xx, 21. 93. Post., 13 £. 
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for is “to see that God is invisible.”®’ Now the hierophant, Moses, was aware 
in advance of the inevitable failure of his attempt to see God.?° For his ap- 
proach, like Abraham’s, must be through the Powers, since God has so sepa- 
rated true Being from what is created that we cannot touch Him even with 
the pure and immaterial projections of the intellect.*” 

In a very similar way Philo in another passage discusses Moses’ ambition 
to see God, and his failure. Moses recognized that the highest possible gift to 
mortals was to see, or get knowledge of, “the bodies and things that are 
below Being” (ta peta To dv cwpata Te SuoU kal meayuata), that is God’s 
“back parts.” Imperfect as was this experience, the fact that Moses had 
achieved it meant that he had penetrated into “the invisible and immaterial 
substance” (y ddpatoc Kai dowpatoc ovcia), and had beheld “the unseen 
nature” (y aeidy¢ puoic).°® The Sophos, as typified by Moses in this experi- 
ence, can only hope to know the things attendant and consequent upon God, 
for he would be absolutely blinded by the streaming Light if he tried to see 
the Dominant Nature itself.° These things which are peta to dv are defi- 
nitely the Powers. One can come to see God only through the Powers that 
range the universe, Philo says. God in his Being (6 kata 16 eivai 6e6c) can- 
not be seen by mortals; only His existence (Unapéic) can be apprehended. 
The substance (ovoia) or quality (mototnc) of God is inaccessible. So when 
Moses saw the “back parts” of God he saw the Powers that follow upon and 
attend Him (ai émopevai kat akoAovdat Suvaueic), and inferred God’s exist- 
ence from these resultants (ék tGv Umotehoupyeévwv) of His nature.? 

While on the mount Moses was an incorporeal listener to the divine music 
of the Cosmos. His incorporeality was a result of the experience, since the 
music made him forget to eat for forty days;*** he not only listened to the 
music, but himself became a part of it. For it was on the mount that he came 
to “stand with” God, share His immutability.*°* Hence his soul became a lyre 
in such perfect attunement with the virtues that as he plucked and swept the 
strings he produced the most beautiful of all symphonies, the symphony of a 
life in which ideal virtues are perfectly expressed in actions.*°* By the fact 
that Moses could live so long upon the vision of divine things, and without 
material food, he showed his complete renunciation of the body. In this 
he is contrasted with the man of gradual improvement.*** Since now he has 
“gone out from the body” Moses can 


95. Ib., 15. 96. Ib., 16. 

97. Ib., 17-20. 98. Mut., 7-10. 

99. Fug., 164 £.: aitagxes vag £0TL 5Op@ tH Gxddovta. xal éExdpeva xal ou peta TOV 
teov yvavat, Thy 3’ TYEHOVINTY ovotav 6 BovAdpEvos xatatedouctar tH mrscueeviyet 
tov Gxtivov moiv tdeiv mNEds Eotat. 
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go into the darkness where God is, the invisible region (6 det5s yoo). Enter- 
ing there he abides while he is made perfect in the most sacred Mysteries (teAov- 
UEVOS Tas ieguWTatasg tedetac). And he not only becomes an initiate (wats), 
but also the hierophant of the rites (iggoqavtyns deyiwv) and teacher of di a 
things (Sdoxados Betwv), which he will reveal to those whose ears have be 
purified (& toic Ota xexataouevors tb~nynoetat). With him then the divine 
spirit that leads along every Right Road abides.? 


In pitching the tent outside the camp Moses has run away from himself to 
the knowledge of the One ( tol évoc Emtyvwoic), and this sort of running 
is a noble race (Spoy0c).°* His being outside the body in this way is analo- 
gous to the fact that the high-priest strips off the robe, the garment of opinion 
and fantasy of the soul, and, leaving it behind for those who love external 
things, goes into the holy of holies.*°’ Moses is also in contrast to Neah, who 
was pleasing to the Powers; for Moses was pleasing to 6 ®v autoc, the One 
who is attended by the Powers, and so Moses gets grace directly from God.'°° 

In the Quaestiones in Exodum Philo has the same conception of the expe- 
rience of Moses on the Mount. At first he took with him Aaron, Nadab, and 
Abihu, that is the purest intellect went up with true speech, a will for piety, 
and divine aid or truth. But proper as it is that one should start the journey 
to God with these, nothing but the pure intellect in man can go on to the 
vision. Philo has in mind here the supremacy of Moses to the other men, and 
at the same time the unique superiority of the intellect in man’s constitution. 
The other men, the attributes preparatory for the vision, could not stand 
the rays from God, but there are a few individuals who like salamanders 
can live in fire, the very inner region of God.*°? On the Mount God stands, 
for there is no motion possible for Him, but He sends out His Powers to 
indicate His essence.**° The glory of God appeared as flame; this was not 
God Himself but His Powers, and it was not really fire but only appeared 
to be so.*** Moses, in going up into this, goes beyond the heaven into God, 
and there himself abides.” He is so united with Deity that his own logos 
now is in the form of light, and expresses itself, its beauty, not in words but 
things.*** Moses was thus called up upon the mountain 


that the mortal race might not be cut off from the incorruptible facies, and that 
the divine and holy essence of things might not be exposed among the mob. He 
was taken up upon the high mountain that was absolutely forbidden to others. 


105. Gig., 54f. The text is translated as it stands. I am convinced that tij¢ has been lost 
before maong or should be understood there, and that the meaning was that Moses acts with 
the Spirit to lead one along the “whole Road,” the entire way to perfection. 


106. LA, iii, 46-48; cf. Ebr., 100. 107. LA, ii, 54-56. 
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The clouds which the people saw were just a sign of the intelligibles, a figure 
to be used in teaching them.*** 

Clearly it was through these experiences that Moses came to be the hiero- 
phant supreme of Israel, though he has been acting as such in anticipation 
since the incident of the Bush. He has the secrets; his is the Spirit that guides 
men on the Road. He can now give Israel leadership in two ways, as mysta- 
gogue and as lawgiver. In preparation for the production of the machinery 
of the Lower Mystery, the building, that is, of the tabernacle, God has al- 
ready so exalted Moses that Moses himself needs a mediator between his 
person and material representations. This mediator is Bezaleel, the master 
builder of the tabernacle. Bezaleel is a copy, stamped with the Logos to be 
sure,"** but one who gets his stamp only through. the medium of created 
things.**® Moses on the contrary was initiated into the greater Mystery**’ so 
that he apprehended both God and the Logos. He has direct vision of the 
Cause itself, while Bezaleel, who appears to be in the Lower Mystery, gets 
his vision only from the created shadow. Hence Moses produces the arche- 
types of the tabernacle, Bezaleel the material copies of the archetypes.""* The 
same idea appears in another treatise where Moses’ experience has made him 
“keeper and guard of the rites of Being” (6 tapiac kai oUAaE téiv Tol Ovtoc 
dpyiwv), and so producer of the archetypes. Bezaleel can produce only copies 
since he had been deemed worthy of the secondary things (6 Téiv Seutepetwv 
aziweic). The point of the contrast is that some men have given to them a 
brighter Light-Stream, that is one nearer the source, than others.” 

It is notable that the Allegory has little or nothing to say of Moses as the 
author of the specific laws. The Quaestiones mentions the giving of the law 
briefly, but only to interpret that legislation as a spiritual impartation of lex 
voluntaria,’”° which has its source in Sophia.*”* Legislation in the traditional 
Jewish sense has no importance here. The legislative office came to Moses 
according to the Allegory along with the prophetic office and the gift of 
Sophia, so that he was “parent mind.” Again there is no thought of repre- 
senting the legislation as such as being of importance.’** For all that occa- 
sional allegories of much of the legislation appear scattered through the 
Allegory, the Code of Commands as such, and Moses’ function as legislator 
of specific laws, play no part in the Mystery. The Mystery presented in the 
Allegory is obviously moving beyond the specific commands in that realm 
which we have found many times suggested as the realm of the true Judaism. 
For the significance of Moses as legislator we are wholly dependent upon 
the Exposition. 


114. Ib., 52. 115. LA, ili, 95 £. 116. Ib., 102. 
117. Ib., roo. 
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While Moses was thus being initiated in a way quite beyond the experi- 
ence of anyone else, what of his flock at the foot of the mountain? They 
were having different experiences. They are represented as having been in 
ecstasy at the appearance of God on Sinai, and later at the descent of fire at 
the sacrifices, but this was an ecstasy of consternation.’** The great voice 
from Sinai, as in the Exposition, was “seen” by them, since that voice was the 
outflowing of the Light-Stream of the Logos.’ As they had the vision of 
the Logos they ate and drank, because such a vision is food to the soul and 
gives it immortal life.*”* But they really had little immediate experience at 
Sinai of the great revelation. Over and over again it is brought out that the 
people were not ready, and that the mountain had little for them except as 
it was brought to them by Moses. Moses and God talked together in recipro- 
cal streams of utterance. He as the Sophos took God as his teacher; but the 
less perfect, Israel, must take Moses.’?* He alone could bear the divine an- 
nunciation of Sinai as a whole. God can speak to the mass of men only 
through Moses, for He must always thus temper His benefactions to the 
capacities of the recipient.’*” Moses as a friend of God is the intercessor for 
the people, and not only speaks for God to the people, but speaks boldly to 
God for men in need.*”* 

Actually the people were so perverse, still so tied to the body and its pas- 
sions, that they were unable to receive the revelation even as mediated by 
Moses. They projected their still lingering passions into the formation of the 
golden calf. But the calf, as the vestige of the passions, must be destroyed: 
we must destroy our bodies, burn our pleasures, pulverize the “gods” of the 
material realm, if we may hope to share in the higher things.’”? 

Had we in the Allegory a connected account of the incidents following 
the destruction of the calf,"*° it would undoubtedly have interpreted these 
incidents as the provision of the formal Mystery for the people. It is to this 
provision that the Quaestiones at once goes on, describing the significance of 
the ark as representing the Higher Mystery. This material we have already 
discussed. But the form of the Quaestiones, where the treatment of each indi- 
vidual text is the important matter rather than the connected exposition of 
the Mystery as such, makes the point not so clear as a stated allegory of the 
life of Moses, or one of the migration, would have done. 

One of these incidents is too important for Philo to omit, the incident of 
the sacrifice of Moses. By an incredible explanation of Lev. vii, 34, Philo 
represents the sacrifice of Moses, in which he put only the beast’s breast upon 
the altar, as signifying that Moses is beyond any labor with the passions, for 


123. Heres, 251. 124. Mig., 47. 125. QE, ii, 39. 
126. Heres, 17-19. 127. Post., 143; c£. Som., 1, 143. 128. Heres, 21. 
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he has cut them off altogether; but Aaron who sacrifices the shoulder with 
the breast is one who is still laboring with the passions. So Moses is the per- 
fect man (6 TéAe:oc), while Aaron is the attendant and minister of holy 
things, the man still in the great battle with his lower nature.’** Similarly 
the belly, the symbol of pleasure and appetite,*** is washed by Moses in his 
sacrifice,*** for while he cannot do wholly without food, he is freed from 
all dependence upon the belly, as his forty days’ fast on the mount showed. 
In contrast Aaron cannot wash the whole belly, for he must be content if 
he can control the passions by reason, and cannot once for all dominate them 
and put away their desires."** This whole contrast seems part of a great con- 
trast that may well have existed in the tradition of the Mystery, between the 
type of sacrifice Aaron could offer and that of the Higher Mystery.**° 

Obviously also a part of the installation of the Mystery is the explanation 
of the choice of the Seventy Elders.**° Age has nothing to do with one’s hav- 
ing a claim to the title of Presbyter, says Philo, in spite of the fact that ordi- 
nary men think that it is men of senior age whom one must regard as hiero- 
phants. The true Elder is a man whom the Sophos alone knows. The Sophos 
(Moses) rejects all men with the spirit of youthful rebellion in them what- 
ever their age, while those are Presbyters in heart and in mind who are his 
mystic disciples (yvweipot).’*” These elders were ordained by fire from 
Moses’ Spirit. For the fact is that they could not be elders in the true sense 
of the term (mpdc¢ ahyOeiav) 


unless they partook of that all-wise spirit. For it is written “I will take of the spirit 
that is on thee and lay it upon the seventy elders.” But do not think that this 
taking of the spirit is a matter of cutting off a piece or severing. Rather it is like 
the process of taking fire from fire, for though one fire should light ten thousand 
torches it would remain absolutely undiminished itself. Such is the nature of 
Wisdom (éxtotnyy). For it makes experts of all the followers and disciples 
(poitytat xal yv@eusot) but is itself no whit diminished. Indeed they often con- 
tribute to its improvement, as springs are said to be improved by drawing water 
from them. For the report is that the springs are thus made sweeter. So the fre- 
quent giving of instruction to others involves practice and discipline for the in- 
structor, by which he is brought to the perfection of knowledge. If, then, it were 
Moses’ own spirit, or the spirit of some other created being, which was to be 
distributed to such a great crowd of disciples (yva@guot), it would be diminished 
by the process of cutting it up into so many pieces. But now the spirit that is 
upon him is the Wise Spirit, the divine Spirit, the Spirit that is uncut and un- 
severed, excellent, the Spirit that is filled in every part with all things.1®* 


131. LA, iii, 133-137. 132. Ib., 138-140. 133. Lev. ix, 14. 

134. LA, ii, 141-159. 

135. So it is not surprising that this sacrifice, culminating in the descent of fire from the 
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That is, the Spirit which was on Moses, and which passes on to his yvwet- 
uot to make them Presbyters in the true sense, is none other than Sophia or 
the Logos, the Light-Stream. The idea is introduced at a part of the narra- 
tive which makes it seem that we have a glimpse into the organization of 
the Mystery. For the passage seems to reflect a real doctrine of what might 
be called “patriarchal or Mosaic succession.” The similarity of the conception 
to the very early doctrine that the presbyter or bishop in the Christian 
Church was a successor in just this way to the spirit that Jesus had given to 
the disciples is, to say the least, striking. As we come through the Philonic 
testimony to the other literary testimony and to the iconographical evidence 
for the Mystery it will appear most likely that the Mystery may have had a 
considerable organization which centered in its Presbyters who got their 
authority from being yvweipor Mwticewc. Evidence for the character of that 
organization is precisely what we most lack, so that the loss of a consecutive 
account of this part of Moses’ activity is deeply to be deplored. Much as 
these two passages stand off alone by themselves, it is impossible for me not 
to feel that, appearing twice in two remote parts of the Allegory, they repre- 
sent a very fixed convention of “succession of elders” within the organiza- 
tion of the Mystery. That is a large generalization, not justified, perhaps, by 
the evidence we have as yet considered, so I will leave the matter only with 
emphasizing that the passages, exactly as they stand, are strikingly similar 
to the Christian doctrine of “succession.” Of that there can be no doubt. 

In spite of the founding at Sinai of the formal institutions of the tabernacle 
and the ark, the Israelites can still not give up their love of the body, and 
must yet wander in the desert.**? The next great event is the coming of the 
tribes to the borders of Palestine, and the sending of the spies to report on 
conditions in the Promised Land. This seems to represent the people as at 
last ready for a preliminary glimpse, a foretaste, of the Higher Mystery. The 
scouts sent out for the people are the o980c¢ Aoyoc of the human mind sent 
out into the country of Virtue along the “road of Philosophy.” Here the mind 
finds Virtue or Sophia, a great tree or vine, but at this stage is unable to 
appropriate it fully. It can only break off a fabulous bunch of grapes from 
the vine and bring it back. The vine is also supreme happiness, EUMPOOUVN, 
of which the scouts are able to bring back a portion. Indeed the joy of God is 
especially manifest at the time when people are beginning to turn from their 
sins to “follow of their own will the laws and injunctions of nature.”**° 

There is nothing inspiring in Israel’s being forbidden entrance to Pales- 
tine at this time, so Philo does not discuss it, and again describes the wander- 
ing of the Israelites in the wilderness under the leadership of Moses. 


139. Mig., 154f£.; Heres, 79 f. 
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One extended and elaborate allegory is built upon the incident of the 
Israelites’ asking passage through the country of the Edomites and being 
refused. They do not want to stop with the Edomites, for they are on their 
way to the mountain country.** Here Israel, as contrasted with the Edom- 
ites, is the company of true followers of Moses*** going on the Royal Road 
of Sophia to God*** under the guidance of the 6980¢ oyoc.*** It is quite 
true that such people only want to go through the land of the Edomites, the 
people of this material world, for what use have a people fed and watered 
from heaven for the food and hand-dug wells of the world. There is no 
point, as Jesus explained to the woman of Samaria, in drawing up water 
by ropes from a well made by men when heaven itself gives us its unmixed 
draughts, sometimes with an angel as cupbearer, sometimes without even 
that mediation between God and the thirsty soul.’** Only the grapes, the 
virtues treasured also by human ideals, will they not scorn to use.*** The 
road is the flight for refuge to the uncreated (mn émi Tov ayévytov kata- 
ouyn).'*” It is the straight Road, ethically, of the mean.*** Through the alle- 
gory, Moses is the hierophant of the journey.**® The incident is a favorite 
one with Philo. In another reference this-Royal Road is commended to kings, 
and is again the road of the mean, but the mean is recognizably that of the 
Pythagoreans rather than of Aristotle.*°° Again it is the Road of true philoso- 
phy, the Road of the Logos to God, on which Moses leads us.*** 

High as the Israelites, who are on the Road of Sophia or the Logos, may 
be in contrast to the Edomites, they still have far to go, and still must strug- 
gle with the love of matter and pleasure. This is of course Philo’s interpre- 
tation of their being attacked by the serpents, which are, like the serpent of 
Eve, the pleasures that bring the death not of the body but of the soul.* 
At the command of God Moses makes a serpent of the opposite kind, the 
serpent of self-mastery (owppoouvn). Since the command is to make it “for 


141. Numb. xx, 17-20. 142. Immut., 144, 148. 143. Ib., 142-145, 159 £. 
144. Ib., 152 f. 145. Ib. 153-158. 146. Ib., 154. 
147. Ib., 160. 148. Ib., 162 f. 


149. Ib., 156; see the continuation of the allegory to §183. 

150. Spec., iv, 168. The assumption that every mention of the ethical mean indicates Aristo- 
telian influence is not at all warranted, since the conception is, through Plato’s Philebus and by 
many details in Aristotle, traceable to the Pythagoreans. In this passage Philo definitely con- 
nects the mean with the symbolism of the number three in a way that shows he is thinking of 
the mean as it would have reached him in the Pythagorean tradition. Certainly, in view of his 
marked dependence upon Pythagorean ethics as a whole, when he refers (Mig., 146f.) to the 
teachers of the “mean,” the “Royal Road,” as being those who “follow the mild and social 
forms of philosophy,” the description seems more to resemble Pythagoreans than Aristotle. 

151. Post., 101 f. 

152. LA, ii, 77. In §§84f., Philo points out that they were bitten in the wilderness, and says 
that pleasure can attack one there quite as well as in the city. He goes on to one of his rare 
and most appealing personal passages, saying that running to the desert has solved no problems 
for him personally. He was as apt to be “scattered” by desire there as anywhere else, while 
God could give His grace quite as easily while one is surrounded, but alone, in a multitude. 
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thy self,” the self-mastery Moses shows them for their salvation is peculiarly 
his own self-mastery. The serpent is of brass because this is as near to the 
golden virtue present in Moses as the people could come. Salvation from 
pleasure, then, is to look upon the beauty of owppootvn, the “serpent of 
Moses,” and, “in seeing this, one beholds God Himself. Let him look and 
mark it well!”*** This is not a casual allegory, as its substantial repetition in 
another treatise shows.*** The mystic looked to the virtues of Moses, and in 
doing so looked upon God. A more definite statement of Moses’ power as a 
divine savior could not be made. 

The Israelites are soon back in sin, this time with the daughters of Moab. 
Phinehas is now the hero, representing the “Seeing Race,” the higher mystic 
who fights sin with the Logos Cutter (Aoyoc topevc), and is, as always in 
such encounters, victorious. So he is become “the peaceful and manifest priest 
of God.”?** It will be recalled that it was this performance of Phinehas 
which caused his being consecrated “everlasting priest.” As a son of Aaron, 
the Biblical implication is of course his holding the Aaronic high-priesthood. 
Philo seems to understand it of the higher priesthood of the upper Mystery 
both in this passage and in another treatise.?°¢ 

Through this later part of the wanderings of the tribes Moses is still the 
savior and hierophant. He prays to God for us that we may have the dp0dc 
Aoyoc as a shepherd within our personal constitutions.’®’ It is still he who 
can lead the soul out from the bodily regions,*** for he gives himself in place 
of the divine providence.**? When Moses stands between God and the people 
in Deut. v, 5, it is the Logos mediating for us.**° In connection with this 
text of mediation Philo says that immutability appears in four kinds, first 
the immutability of to dv, second that of 6 to dvtoc Adyoc, third that of the 
Sophos, and fourth that of the man making progress by effort. Aaron typifies 
(with the Aaronic priesthood, we understand) the last type. He is still in the 
cosmos, and so, though he has made much progress, he has not yet left the 
material world. The class above him is the Sophos, who is Moses, the type 
of priesthood represented by the holy of holies. This is the priesthood that 
really can stand between man and God in the sense that Moses is said to 
have done.*** 

The migration, as Philo describes it, never gets into the Promised Land. 


153. LA, ii, 78-81. Is not the “gold,” the real virtue of Moses of which he could show the 
Israelites only a brazen copy, an echo of the succession of metals in Mithras, or of the earlier 
Iranian-Babylonian sources of Mithras? By this, gold is the symbol of the highest mystic 
achievement, the “seventh” stage. The statement of Philo would then imply that the “golden” 
stage of virtue at the top of the ladder was not properly to be exhibited to the multitude, even 
to a multitude on an early stage of the Road. This is precisely Philo’s meaning. He has cer- 
tainly learned of the “golden” virtue in this sense from neither the Bible nor Aristotle. 

154. Agr., 95-101. 155. Mut., 106-109. 156. Ebr., 73~76. 

157. Post., 67 ff.; Agr., 44. 158. Mut., 209. 159. Ib., 25. 

160. Heres, 206. 161. Som., ii, 227-237. 
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That is always the unattained goal. Perhaps this is because to Philo the Pen- 
tateuch alone was the Torah, as we have seen, and other people would have 
continued the story with Joshua as leader. Yet the story would have had to 
stop somewhere, for the history of the Israelites in Canaan could hardly by 
the most imaginative treatment have been allegorized to typify the soul in 
its ultimate spiritual achievement. Furthermore to go on from here would 
have involved discussing why Moses was unfit to lead the people on to the 
end, and Joshua must have emerged as one greater than Moses. This could 
not be allowed. So Philo ends the story without taking the tribes into 
Canaan.’ 

I strongly suspect that the mystic allegory of the migration stopped there 
also. In place of their coming into Palestine, the supreme achievement of the 
Israelites in the desert under the leadership of Moses is in Philo centered in a 
peculiar incident, not really in the Bible at all, because it is made up of two 
scenes put together. Numb. xxi, 16-18, according to the translation of the 
Septuagint, reads: 


They went then to the well. This well is the one the Lord mentioned when he 
said to Moses, “Gather together the people, and I will give them water to drink.” 
Then Israel sang this song at the well: 

Lead ye the song to it: 

This Well, the rulers have dug it, 

The kings of the nations have hewn it out, 
In their kingdom, in their lordship. 


This is the well or stream of Sophia, says Philo, to be dug only by those 
who are so beyond the common herd that they are kings and leaders. The 
song adjures “lead ye the song,” e€apxete; but Philo says that at the well it 
was Moses who led the song. The song’s theme is no longer that of the Red 
Sea, where the destruction of the passions is celebrated. Now it is the greater, 
the long anticipated, step, the achievement of Sophia that is being hymned.*® 
The song is the song of the initiation into Sophia, where Moses, as hiero- 
phant, now leads the people. Ordinary people cannot dig the well of Sophia, 
but only kings, and not kings whose power rests upon conquest, but those 
who have become kings, after the familiar teaching of the day, by conquer- 
ing their own lower natures. And who are such kings? Philo does not ex- 
plain. Instead he identifies those who are sharing in the song to Sophia at 
the well with the warriors and their captains who are mentioned later as 
being organized and numbered. For the leaders who dug the well prove to 

162. I recall only one possible exception to this statement. The promised land with its cities, 
houses, pits, vineyards, and olive gardens (Deut. vi, 10 f.) is allegorized as the great gift to 
the fully perfect. This allegory appears twice (Immut., 94-96; Fug., 175), but there is no sug- 


gestion in either passage that the Israelites got there. 
163. Ebr., 112 f. 
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have associates and disciples (goityntai kai yvwpipot), those who were num- 
bered and marshalled, and of whom it is said that not one of them was off 
pitch, but each brought his gift to the Lord, every man what he found. 
These disciples and followers are also joining in the song of victory to the 
perfect and dominant Powers. They are perfectly attuned in their courage, 
neither rash nor afraid, perfect indeed in every virtue. The gift they bring is 
the gift each man finds at his birth, the whole universe.’ 

Another and much briefer passage, again in quite a different treatise, has 
the same contrast between the well of this scene and the Red Sea. At the 
Red Sea the song celebrated the destruction of the passions. 


But the rout and destruction of the passions, while a good, is not ultimate good 
(téhevov ayatdv): the discovery of Sophia is the surpassing good (timeoBddAov 
xaA0v). When this is found all the people will sing, not according to a single 
part of music, but according to all its modes and melodies. “For then,” he says, 
“Israel sang this song at the well,” that is to say at Wisdom (éxvotynyyn), which 
had formerly been hidden (since it is deep by nature) but now has been sought 
out and found by all. For the law of Wisdom is that she shall irrigate the fields 
of reason in the souls of men who are lovers of vision.1® 


In these passages it is to be noticed that there are three great events 
marked off as the great stages of the migration. First is the leaving of Egypt, 
second the destruction of the passions at the Red Sea, and third the consum- 
mation at the well. This is particularly to be borne in mind as, in a subse- 
quent study, we approach the scenes painted at Dura. Here there are three 
great scenes from the migration, first the leaving of Egypt, second the de- 
struction of the Egyptians at the Red Sea, and third a picture where a group 
of warriors are arrayed behind a desert waterhole, beside which stands 
Moses in mystic garb, pointing to the well with his rod. The symbolism of 
the pictures fits perfectly with the symbolism of the migration as Philo 
schematizes it. For Moses Sinai was of great importance. But it meant noth- 
ing immediately to the lives of the Israelites as a whole, and is omitted alto- 
gether from this particular group of the pictures. 

This is to get ahead of the story. And yet the story of the migration is 
ended. All that is left is to tell of the death of Moses. The fact that Moses 
did not go into the Promised Land is not to be taken, as some people do, 
says Philo, as a sign of his humiliation. Philo refers to the record that Moses 
was allowed a vision of Canaan, and explains that apprehension of the 
highest things is a matter of vision, with the conclusion that Moses came to 
possess the Land in his vision more truly than those who later entered it.’ 
Moses, it will be recalled, had from the first been a special loan to men, to 


164. Ebr., 112-118. 165. Som., ii, 270 f. 166. Mig., 45 f. 
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serve as the God over our lower natures.!®” When such a Moses was about to 


die he was translated back to God by the Logos. Hence no one knows his 
grave: 


For who is able to perceive the translation to 6 @v of the perfect soul? Indeed I 
do not suppose that the one who is having the experience is himself aware of his 


change to better things, inasmuch as at that time he is in a state of ecstasy (é7t- 
Bevatetv) 2° 


He is regarded by God as being quite as important as the entire Cosmos.*® 

Many difficulties are unexplained in what Philo has told us. He has here 
just skipped the hard places, such as why Moses’ death occurred at the age 
of one hundred twenty years, and it is these and many other points that he 
hoped to discuss in the treatise on Moses’ life as a whole “at such time as we 
are fit to be initiated into it.”*"° Yet when the many passages are put together 
it is possible to make a remarkably rounded picture of the life of Moses as 
the great savior and hierophant of the Mystery. 

The description of Moses’ death both here and in the De Vita M osis’™ has 
suggested strongly that to Philo Moses was a God. Before closing the study 
of Moses some attention must be paid to this question. 

It would be easy to collect a group of passages to prove that Philo thought 
of Moses only as “the perfect man,” or the perfected man. “The perfect 
man,” Philo says, as we have seen, was a middle type of existence, for he 
has. been exalted above ordinary humanity, and has become a middle type of 
existence between the unoriginate and the corruptible natures (ueQopiov tic 
ayevytou kal o8aptiic mucewc).’”? When it is recalled that Moses was, 
even in comparison with the other Patriarchs, “most perfect” (tedeiota- 
To<c),’”* it might be assumed that this was all he meant to ascribe to Moses. 
Moses pleased God and so was worthy of grace directly from God, in con- 
trast even to Noah whose virtue was a “copy,” and so was rewarded only 
through God’s Powers.*’* From these and from many other passages Moses 
would appear only as a man who in spite of his special gifts from God, even 
the gift of a portion of the divine Logos,*”® was in no sense divine. 

But on the question of the divinity of Moses Philo falls into one of his 
frequent vacillations between points of view which cannot be reconciled. 
This time the hesitation is between the monotheism on the one hand, which 


167. See above, p. 199. 

168. Sac., 8-10. 169. Ib. 

170. Gig., 56 £. See above, p. 199. 171. See above, pp. 195 ff. 

172. Som., ii, 234. But in ib., 189, Moses seems different from the high-priest in that the 
priest is this middle type of existence, while Moses is actually called God. But Philo does not 
develop the idea. See above, p. 202. 

173. Ebr., 94; Heres, 260-263; LA, ili, 103. 

174. Immut., 109; cf. Som., ii, 232. 175. Heres, 24. 
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Philo had from his Jewish ancestry and from the Neo-Pythagorean and 
Platonic traditions in philosophy, and on the other the popular tendency to 
deify great figures and heroes. The problem of how one might be a mono- 
theist and yet ascribe deity to various persons and divine principles was one 
of the great problems of the age. Ordinarily the solution was made, as by the 
Sabellians in Christian tradition, in line with the growing Neo-Platonic solu- 
tion, that the one God had a body-guard, was dopupopoupevoc by Powers 
which were emanations of His own nature; they could be called Seo, though 
in contradistinction to 6 9eoc¢. With this linguistic trick monotheists could 
justify gratifying their emotional urge to divine personalities and representa- 
tions less remote than the abstraction To dv. Philo, as has appeared, was 
entirely a creature of his age in this as in most else. The philosopher’s rever- 
ence for the Absolute as the single Deity was strengthened by the Jewish 
insistence upon the one God, and in many passages Philo defends this posi- 
tion by denying to the Logos any independent operation or existence, and 
to Moses any divine nature that was not a gracious gift to one who was 
essentially a man. Were Philo put to the question to state his theoretical 
position he would unquestionably have stood by this interpretation of Moses 
as being only a man inspired, indeed inhabited, by the Logos. 

But Philo did not live by theory. Under the stress of his emotions he made 
statements about the divinity of Moses which cannot be reconciled with the 
“gifted man” presentations of Moses’ character, and these passages must be 
taken as being quite as representative of Philo’s position as the others. 

First a passage must be considered as a whole which has already been 
discussed in part.*’® The passage begins with a discussion of virtue as a gift 
ordinarily made to virtuous men to take the place of the evil natures which 
they have eliminated from themselves, or God has taken from them. Types 
of this are Abel, Abraham, and Jacob, who are “added to” something better 
in the process, that is to fellowship with the company of angels. Isaac too 
abandoned the bodily elements, yet he is not added to a host, but to a yévoc, 
and this signifies the highest One.*”” Into this incorruptible and perfect yeévoc 
such people as Isaac are not added so much as translated (uetaviotavtat).*” 
An unfortunate lacuna of four lines in the papyrus text of the passage brings 
us without introduction to the following: 


But there are some whom He has advanced higher, and has made able to soar 
beyond all eién and yévn, and has stationed beside Himself. Such is Moses to 
whom He says, “stand here with me.”27° So when Moses was about to die he did 
not “leave” in order to be “added” like the others, for there was no room in him 
for either adding or subtraction. But he was translated by the Word (o7jua) of 


176. Sac., I-10. 177. Ib., 6. On yévoc see below, note 187. 
178. Ib., 7. 179. Deut. v, 31. 
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that Cause?®° by which the whole universe was created. Thus you may learn that 
God regards the Sophos as of equal honor with the world, for by the same Word 
(Adyos) He both made the universe and takes the perfect man from earthly 
things up into Himself. But by no means, when God gave him as a loan to 
earthly things and suffered him to dwell with them, did God attach to him any 
common virtue of a ruler or king, the type of virtue by which one gains forcible 
control over the passions of the soul. Rather God ordained him as deity (etc 
Qedv), and decreed that all the region of the body and its dominant mind should 
be subject and slave to him. “For I give thee,” He says, “as a god to Pharaoh;”’** 
but a deity [here Moses] is not susceptible of subtraction or addition, for deity 
is a plenum and is perfectly balanced (icattatoc) in Himself. Therefore it is 
said that no one knows his tomb, for who would be competent to apprehend the 
perfect soul’s translation over to Being (mQ0¢ tov dvta). Nor do I think that the 
soul itself which had the experience was conscious of its being improved, because 
at that moment it was in a state of inspired frenzy (éxvderatovoav) 1%? 


Taken by itself this passage could only mean that Moses was a deity who 
was made incarnate by a special decree of God. This incarnate deity had a 
full human complement, body plus even the dominant mind (votc nye- 
uwv),*** but he dominated these as a master over slaves. The supreme di- 
vine gift to other men is strength of this dominant mind to rule the body; 
it is especially the greatest divine gift to kings. But Moses was a dominant 
principle even over the mind. His death did not involve a change of the 
essential Moses, for he was so purely divine as to be changeless. That is, the 
human element was so little a part of Moses that its loss was no change. He 
was merely restored to To Ov. 

Leisegang protests that this is by no means to be taken as a literal expres- 
sion of Philo’s view of Moses. He quotes several parallel passages in which 
Philo comments upon Moses as being a “God to Pharaoh.” Some of them 
are mere psychological allegories of the mind ruling the body, but one of 


them is very important. Philo has just explained that God alone is truly 
Existent (év T@ civat): 


The case of Moses is in agreement with this. For when Moses was appointed 
“God of Pharaoh” he did not actually (1e@0¢ Gindevav) become so, but was only 
accepted as such by opinion (86&y). For I know that deity gives and bestows, but 
I cannot conceive of God as being given. But it is said in the holy books, “I give 
thee as God to Pharaoh.” Anything that is given is passive, not active, while true 
Being (t0 dévtw¢ dv) has to be an active principle, not passive. What then is to 
be inferred from these facts? That the Sophos is said to be God of the fool but he 


is not actually God, no more than the counterfeit tetradrachm is a tetradrachm. 


180. Deut. xxxiv, 5. The LXX has ofjwa, which Philo is understanding as Adyoc. 

181. Exod. vii, 1. 182. Sac., 8-10. 

183. An interesting premonition of the later Dyophysites. Philo, it would appear from this 
passage, would not have sympathized with the Monophysites. 
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When he is compared with 10 dv he will be found a man of God, when he is 
compared to the fool he is thought by all seeming and appearance to be God, 
though he is not so actually and essentially (<0 etvat).* 


Leisegang is quite right in pointing out that when Philo is thinking in terms 
of his monotheism he was bound to contradict the deity of Moses, because it 
was inconsistent with his general philosophy. But I still think Philo meant 
what he said when he wrote the preceding passage. Philo is not to be read 
by those looking for detailed consistency. The point to be decided is not 
whether Philo contradicts his statements of Moses’ divinity but whether he 
repeats them often enough so that one may assume that it really represents 
one of his attitudes toward Moses. 

In one passage he points out that every man possessed by the love of God 
and who worships only 16 dv is called not avOpwmoc but Sec; he is not the 
God of nature to be sure, but he is avOpa@nwv Oedc.**° Again Philo discusses 
why Moses was called up upon the mount on the seventh day."*® In that 
connection Philo makes several points. The first reason for which Moses 
was called up is in order to show that his calling up, which meant his elec- 
tion to the “seeing genus” (dpatikov yevoc), was analogous to the creation 
of the world. This genus*®’ was elected and adorned just like the universe 
itself, “so that like the genus, and equally so, Moses manifested an orderli- 
ness in accordance with the recta lex ac norma’®® of the God of nature who 
is immutable, not determined by space, and unmoved.” The “calling up” 
of the prophet was indeed 


a second birth better than the first; for the first birth took place in the flesh and 
had corruptible parents, while the second birth was unmixed and simple, had its 
seat in the soul which was changed from begotten to unbegotten; and it has no 
mother, but only a Father, who is also Father of the universe. Wherefore the 
“calling up,” or, as we called it, the divine birth, made him eternally virgin like 
the nature of the seven. He was called up on the seventh day and differed in this 
from the protoplast. For the protoplast (created on the sixth day) was made out 
of earth and had a body. But Moses (called up on the seventh day) was without 


184. Det., 161 £. Leisegang’s other passages are LA, i, 40; Mig., 84; Mut., 19 (the reference 
to LA, ili, 13, must be an error). The first two of these are allegories of psychology again, and 
have little to tell about Philo’s notion of the historical Moses. 

185. Prob., 43. 

186. QE, ii, 46. A few scattered sentences of the Greek are preserved. See Harris, Fragments, 
60 f. In the translation I follow the Greek where preserved. 

187. The yévog is not Israel in general, as Harris takes it, ad loc., but the “true Israel,” the 
company of mystic initiates as above, p. 224 (Sac., 6). In using “genus” for yévog I am frankly 
avoiding translation. My pupil, Dr. Benedict Einarson, has called my attention to the obvious 
parallels in Plato: Repub., 501e, t0 MiAdoogov yévoc; Tim., 19d, TO MOUNTLXOV ‘YEVOG; 198, 
tO TOV COMLOTHV ‘yéEvOG, etc. See also Soph., Antig., 1055, TO WAVTLKOV YEvOG. The interpre- 
tation he suggests here is “‘professional class.” 

188. The Greek must have been 6 d000¢ véuog xal Adyos. 
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body. Accordingly the number six is assigned as proper for the earth born, but 
the most sacred nature of the seven for the other. 


This, it will be recalled, refers not to Moses’ translation at death, but to 
his experience of God on Sinai. 

In one of the passages adduced by Leisegang it is being explained that 
God is God only of the righteous, while He is Lord and Master of the 
wicked.1®® So God would not be God to Pharaoh, who was the last word in 
depravity, but made Moses his God. There is nothing here to tell of what 
that appointment meant to Moses himself, but the treatise does illuminate 
the point further on. For Philo comments’’® upon the fact that Moses was 
the “man of God.”**? God is utterly unchangeable (@tpentoc), but the per- 
fect man (6 TéAcioc) is the man of God as he gives blessings to the people. 


Oh thou who art worthy to be this extremely beautiful and holy substitution, 
namely to substitute thyself for divine providence! But do not think that he is 
“man” and “man of God” in the same sense: for he is “man” as God’s possession 
(xvijwa.), but “man of God” as an object of boasting and a benefit (atynua xat 
dpéAne.) 19? 


The idea that Moses is a substitute for God is clearly running through 
Philo’s mind. He acts for God in relation with Pharaoh and with the Israel- 
ites alike, and to the latter he is their pride and their great blessing as the 
mediator of God’s blessings. 

Moses is also “many named,” the moAuwvupoc.’** He is called “Moses” 
because he is the interpreter of the divine oracles, “man of God” because he 
prays for the people and blesses them, and “God of Pharaoh” because 
through him Egypt is punished for its crimes. None of these functions, 
Philo says, is within the power of ordinary humanity. The transcription of 
beautiful laws is the business of one who is reaching for divine things and 
has them always in his hand. 


And praying and blessing are not the function of an ordinary person, but of a 
man who disregards his kinship with creation, and who has dedicated himself to 
the Guide and Father of all things. For one [sc. the ordinary man] must be con- 


189. Mut., 19. 190. Ib., 24 ff. 

191. Deut. xxxiil, I. 192. Mut., 25 f. 

193. Ib. 125 ff. The word was frequently applied to deities by classical writers to indicate 
that their many aspects were shown in their being worshipped by many names. The Stoics 
made much use of the notion, as in the famous passage of Diog. La., VII, 135: &v te elvan 
Bedv xal votv xal ciuaoueévynv xal Aim moAAdc t’EtéEQAS Svonaciag NOOcOVOUdTEo tat. 
Philo uses the term to describe God and the Logos: Som., ii, 254; Conf., 146; LA, 1, 43; Dec., 
94. See my Theology of Justin Martyr, p. 173. The sage is moAv@vupog in Ebr., 92, where 
Philo seems to me to have Moses in mind as priest, prophet, law-maker, and king. The term 
is, of course, not distinctively Stoic. Philo’s use of the term may, and very likely does, have 
its ultimate origin in the Orphic usage. See above, p. 18. 
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tent to be allowed to make use of the formula of blessing; but actually to procure 
the good for others is the function of a greater and more perfect soul, and one 


that is truly filled with God (> dAndic Servaloton).1* 


Moses is called Ge0¢ in as much as he is 0$0c, Philo goes on, and as such is 
the natural ruler of the fool, even though the fool be a king. For God wants 
even the most wicked men to have an intercessor (mapaitytTy<) who will 
plead for them and so mitigate their punishment. Moses is in all this still a 
human being, but he is given strikingly the office of mediator between man 
and God, interpreting God’s will to them, bringing them the blessing of 
God, and averting the worst of God’s wrath. 

But Philo goes farther than this. Moses was called up to the top of the 
mount, he says, “alone”: 


because the prophetic intellect, since it has been initiated into divine things and is 
the derfer, is like unity, mixed with absolutely none of these things which exhibit 
a share in duality. But he who clings to the nature of unity is said to approach 
into God with a certain familiarity of kinship (cognativa quadam familiaritate). 
For when he had left all mortal categories behind, he was changed into divinity 
(transmutatur in divinum), so that he might be made akin to God and truly 
divine (zta ut fiat deo cognatus vireque divinus).1** 


When Moses on the mount was told by God “Stand thou here with me,” 
the words indicate that God gave Moses a share in His own nature, the 
quality of fixed unchangeableness.’°® And yet Moses, like the other co¢ol, 
the Patriarchs, was different from ordinary men from the beginning. For 
he was the great example of a soul sent down to dwell in the body, which 
never becomes naturalized to its new abode, but which, even while in the 
body, was really living in the conceptual virtues which are indistinguishable 
from the divine Aoyot. Such souls come down to the earth at all only be- 
cause they have a great love of learning and seeing.**” 

Was, then, Moses 90¢ in Philo’s mind? The answer must be yes and no. 
He is contrasted with God in His pure existence. There was only one Deity 
in the strict sense for Philo. But if Moses was thus contrasted with God, he 
was quite as sharply contrasted with any man but the Patriarchs, and with 
all of them but Isaac, by the fact that his humanity was ultimately meaning- 
less in his almost completely divine nature. Philo would probably have been 
quite unable to have made his conception of Moses much more consistent 
than these various passages represent it. The uncertainty is, as has been 
stated, that of Philo’s age. It seems to me that what Philo had in mind was 
the Pythagorean notion of the tettov yévoc,*** which was sufficiently vague 

194. Mut., 127 f. 195. OE, ii, 29. 
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for Philo to use, and the phrases already quoted come to mind as a parallel. 
Philo said in one place that he would for the time leave. the matter open 
whether to call Moses’ mind human or divine or a mixture of the two.’”? 
The perfect man was a middle type of existence between the unoriginate 
and the corruptible natures.”°° We recall that the Pythagorean king, as that 
tpitov yevoc, could be spoken of as one who was metamorphosed into a 
deity among men (8e0¢ év dvOouwmoic mapeoxapuatiotat),*°* and also as an 
alien and foreign thing which has come down from heaven to man.”** The 
latter idea appears in Philo’s passage about Moses’ being different from ordi- 
nary men from the beginning.” That is, Moses was the Oeioc avOpurtoc of 
current dreams, or, since Philo preferred to use the Biblical phrase, the 
avOpurtoc Geol. What precisely that meant Philo’s contemporaries and 
successors seem to have defined as little as Philo. The important thing, in 
their minds, was not the aligning of the conception with metaphysics, but 
the great fact that in the Geioc dv8ewnoc the gulf between man and God 
was bridged. If philosophers had tried to work out the notion, they must 
have ended in as great philosophical absurdities as did later Christian at- 
tempts to do so. But the age needed, and sought everywhere to find, the 
union of divine and human nature that a Qeioc GvV8eumoc could offer. Philo 
triumphantly tells the world, Jewish and Gentile alike, that the longing has 
been met in the Patriarchs, especially in Moses. So while Moses was not 
o Qeoc, for that would have been irreverent nonsense to Philo, yet 920¢ he 
frequently seemed to him, and as such Moses was Israel’s, and all mankind’s 
boast and succor.7°* 

What was this great succor (woeAnua) which the life of Moses had 
brought to man? Of course one of his great benefits to the race was his 
foundation of the Jewish Law. As the legislator Moses is the Good Shepherd 
of the mind, leading it out from appearance to reality, that is to the universal 
principles of justice, or the universal and unchanging Laws of Nature (auta 
Sikala, TA KOIVa Tic UCEWS Kal akivnta). Without his leadership in this 
sense men live in all the divergencies manifest in the civil law of various 
cities, which are founded only upon seeming and probability. In contrast to 
these the cuvaywyn kupiou is not as sheep that have no shepherd.”°* Again 
“the seeds of human legislation were sown” by the fact that Moses, o xa9a- 
pwratoc votc, has gone beyond any material or created manifestation of 
God to cleave to God alone, and so has received God Himself for his por- 


199. Mos., 1, 27. See above, p. 183. 

200. Som., il, 234. See above, p. 223. 

201. Diotogenes. See above, p. 190. 

202. Ecphantus, quoted in my “Hellenistic Kingship,” p. 77. 
203. Conf., 77-82, 105 f. See above, p. 228. 

204. Mut., 26. See above, p. 227. 


205. Agr., 43-49. 


230 By Licut, Licut 


tion.”°° The Exposition, as we have seen, has similarly glorified Moses as the 
ideal lawgiver, himself the “norm and Law,” the “archetypal pattern” whom 
all other lawmakers should copy. | 


For the advice of a good man can raise up those who are prostrate in spirit, and, 
lifting them up to a height beyond seasons and circumstances, can establish them 
there, for he puts into them a noble and intrepid mind.?” 


The saving power of Moses and the Patriarchs is not limited to the giving 
of the written code. The influence of their personalities persists to Philo’s 
own day. After a brilliant description of the freedom and virtue of the ideal 
Sophoi, Philo stops and notes?’ that some people might well ask who these 
ideal persons are or were that he is describing. In former times, he answers, 
there were people alive who used God alone as their guide, and lived accord- 
ing to Law, 6 op80c¢ Aoyoc. 


These men were not only free themselves: they filled also those they met with a 
free mind, and even to our own day there are still men who are as though they had 
been stamped as images from an original model, the xahoxdyatia of the Sophoi. 


True such men are rare, and live for the most part in seclusion from the 
mob, he continues. Sometimes they turn aside from the crowd to spend their 
time in contemplation of Nature (here God) and in prayer, so that if pos- 
sible life may be improved. For one man’s virtue is a benefit to all. Failing 
this they protect themselves from corruption by retiring altogether from 
men. Those men contemporary with Philo, exalted as they are, cannot have 
been the Jews in general. One did not have to seek long in Alexandria for a 
Jew. They were the few who went quite beyond ordinary Judaism to what 
seemed to Philo the essential and only true Judaism. Their life and religion 
were based upon what we would call a salvation which they had received 
from the great Models, of whom Moses was the chief, and which consisted 
not in obedience to the precepts, but in reproduction of the divine experience 
and characters of the model Sophoi. 

This salvation, or true essence of Judaism, appears in the Mystery of Juda- 
ism, which is by no means the religion of the Jews in general. Philo has just 
reviewed the catalogue of the Patriarchs when he goes on to say: 


Ye initiates, whose ears have been purified, receive these things as the truly 
sacred Mysteries into your souls and babble them not to the uninitiated, but guard 
them as a treasure which you share among yourselves. Gold and silver, corrup- 
tible substances, are not stored therein, but the finest of the true possessions, 


206. Cong., 131-134. The transition from Moses to Levi makes this passage at first puzzling. 
See Colson and Whitaker, ad loc. The praise of Levi is also a praise and description of Moses, 
as the descendant of Levi. 
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knowledge of the Cause, and of Virtue, and of that Third which is begotten of 
these. If ye meet with any of the initiated press him closely and cling to him lest 
he conceal from you some newer Mystery. Cling to him until ye have mastered 
it clearly. For I myself have been initiated by the God-beloved Moses into the 
Greater Mysteries. Yet when I saw the prophet Jeremiah and recognized that he 


was not only an initiate but a capable hierophant I did not shrink from his 
company.?°° 


So Philo goes on to tell of the secret of God’s intercourse with the Virgin 
Sophia which he learned from Jeremiah.” Moses is the lawgiving Logos 
(Geopoetyc Adyoc), the guide (modnyétnc), “for he is the nurse and nur- 
turer of good works, words, and intentions,” and so exhorts man to leave 
that mother who deals in everything absurd, to leave the passions, and come 
to God the savior, who leads the soul that comes to Him out into unantici- 
pated liberty.”** In contrast with those who infer God from His shadow, the 
Logos and the universe, stands Moses who was the “purer and more perfect 
mind initiated into the Great Mysteries (ta peyada pvotyeia puneic),” 
and who lifted his eyes directly to God. The ordinary type of good man is 


represented by Bezaleel, Aaron, and Miriam, who learned from Moses while 
Moses learned from God.?”” 


Philo describes the function of Moses and Abraham, as intercessors and 
saviors of men:??* 


Households, cities, countries, tribes, and regions of the earth have enjoyed great 
happiness when a single individual has taken heed of xahoxdyatia,?1* and espe- 
cially when God has given this individual along with the good character an irre- 
sistible power (Svvapic avavtayw@viotos), to serve him as musical instruments 
or constructive tools serve a musician or craftsman, or as sticks of wood serve a 
fire.?*° For in reality the just man is the foundation prop of the human race. 
And he brings everything he has into the common stock and gives it without 
stint for the benefit (@qeAsia) of those who will use it: what he himself lacks 
he asks from God who alone has unlimited wealth. God thereupon opens up the 
heavenly treasure, and pours down a torrent of ta Gyata like rain and snow, so 
that all the earthly channels are filled to overflowing. And God is accustomed to 
give these things and not to turn away from His own suppliant Logos.?*® For 


209. Cher., 48 f. 210. Ib. 211. Mig.. 23 ff. 

212. LA, ili, 100-103. 213. Mig., 120 ff. 

214. Cf. Posner’s note ad loc. in Philos Werke. The idea is common to both Stoicism and 
Judaism. 

215. The text is here divergent and difficult. The simplest emendation is to read tAn for 
DAnv, and understand the whole as I have translated. 

216. That is, Moses and Abraham are here God’s suppliant Logos. Moses is frequently identi- 
fied with the Logos, as Drummond recognized (Philo Judaeus, Il, pp. 191 f., 227 f., 268). Fre- 
quently the identification is made to clarify the conception of the Logos, but here it seems to 
be made to explain the significance of Moses and Abraham. The fact that a scriptural quota- 
tion, used by Philo as proof-text, has Qfjwa instead of Logos does not seem to me, as to Colson 


232 By Licut, Licut 


when Moses on one occasion besought Him as a suppliant, it is recorded: “I am 
compassionate upon them according to thy word.” This statement has obviously 
the same force as the one [to Abraham], “All the tribes of the earth will be 
blessed in thee.” 


Philo goes on to explain that God has mercy upon all men when a spark of 
virtue is left in one man to rekindle the others in whom the fire has gone out. 
This spark can be fanned up and made not only to give light to the blind, 
but to kindle and make blaze what is shrivelled, and to make all things like 
itself, 

So we must pray that the just man may forever abide (Stayévetv) in the 
human race for the curing of illnesses. 


For so long as he is healthy we must not abandon hope of complete salvation 
(cwrngia), because the savior God extends His all-healing medicine, the Power 
of Mercy to the suppliant and worshipper, and bids him use it for the salvation 
of those who are ill. The suppliant spreads it as a salve upon the wounds of the 
soul which folly and injustice and all the other evils like a sharp weapon have 
inflicted .?+7 


Philo explains more fully elsewhere how this kindling from the soul of the 
wise man, especially of Moses, can take place. He says that Moses had the 
divine Spirit which he passed on to the seventy elders. The “spirit” in his 
case was “pure knowledge, which every wise man naturally shares.” Moses 
did not lose the spirit in giving it to others, but passed it on as fire can light 
a great number of torches without itself being diminished. The Spirit which 
was on Moses and is thus communicated is “the Wise Spirit, the Divine, the 
Unsevered, the Indivisible, the Admirable, the Spirit which fills all things 
full of itself.” This Spirit is one that benefits (wpeXoUv) not injures, and in 
being shared with others loses none of its “comprehension, understanding, 
and Sophia.””** 

The Exposition throws some light upon the representative character of the 
Saviour-Sage, by which Moses as suppliant causes God to be compassionate 
not on himself alone, but on the whole people, as all the race is blessed in 
Abraham. For in the beautiful Exordium in which he urges the Gentiles to 
convert, he describes how Moses, the most holy, calls men to a life of piety 
and Sikatoowvy. One should not be discouraged if he has been a sinner, for 
sinlessness is a peculiarity of God (iStov 8e00), and perhaps also of the 


and Whitaker, ad. loc., to prevent the reference in the passage from being a reference to the 
Logos. 
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divine man (Qeioc avye), here obviously Moses. The prudent man will re- 
pent of his sin, and such people Moses summons. He brings them together 
and initiates them. He gives them a teaching that will bind them together in 
love, teachings that exhort them to reject the ideas with which they were 
brought up, and to be diligent and humble seekers for truth, for so is 
evdaiptovia to be found.?!® For in Moses the whole race has been accepted 
by God. God took Moses as His own, and with him the nation, for since 
Moses was the true worshipper and suppliant, even though he was a single 
individual, he was Suvapei the whole race, for he was “equal in importance 
to the whole race.”**° Philo describes Moses as one with whom the Divine 
Spirit permanently abode””* because he had divested himself of the created 
world and presented himself naked to God, fixed his Yvan in him.?”? 


Then he began to worship God. He entered into the darkness, the invisible re- 
gion, and there abode, initiated into the most sacred Mysteries. And he came to 
be not only pvotys, but the hierophant of rites and the teacher of divine things 
which he will expound to those whose ears have been purified.??8 


In one passage Philo has been developing his contrast between those who 
have God both as Lord and God, that is as a source of both beneficence and 
discipline, and those who use no discipline and come to God only as the 


Beneficent One. This is the higher state, possible only for the initiate. He 
continues: 


And is it not likely that even those whose minds are blinded to these and similar 
things should become keen of sight when eyes are given them for the most sacred 
oracles, so that they discover their true nature and do not stop as though anchored 
in their literal meaning? Oh thou hierophant, though the eyes of our soul are 
closed because we do not desire to see, or cannot do so, still do thou uphold us 
and help us and not cease to annoint us until thou hast initiated (uvotaywy@v) 
us into the hidden meaning of the sacred words and revealed those locked beau- 
ties that are invisible to the uninitiated. This it is meet for thee to do. 

But you souls who have tasted of divine love, rouse yourselves as from a deep 
sleep, dissipate the mist from your eyes, put away your slow and hesitant timidity, 
and hasten to the magnificent spectacle, that you may apprehend all the spectacles 
and sounds which the President of the Games (6 &ymvotéetys) has prepared for 
your benefit (@qedeta.).??4 


This is not an address to one who is dead and gone. Philo sees in Moses an 
active and present power, and the prayer to Moses for guidance, light, and 
annointing, is precisely such a prayer as Christian mystics have for centuries 
been addressing to Christ. 


219. Virt., 175-178. 220. Ib., 185 f. 221. Gig., 47. 
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A passage occurs almost in passing which summarizes and fully confirms 
the fact that Philo was looking to the Patriarchs as the saviors for the race 
and the individual of Judaism. Philo has been describing the character of 
the Jewish race as contrasted with the other races, and compares their isola- 
tion to that of an orphan. But God has compassion upon them, he says, 
because the Jewish race, as a sort of first fruits of all mankind, has been set 
aside to the Creator and Father. 


And the reason of this dedication is to be found in the highly prized justices and 
virtues of the founders (Geynyetotvtes) of the race, virtues which endure like 
immortal and everlasting plants that bring forth the fruit of salvation and benefit 
to their descendants in all things even though they may happen to have sinned, 
unless their sin is quite incurable.??° 


It has been asserted that the Christians transformed the Stoic doctrine of the 
Sage on two essential points: for the Stoic the Sage was a hypothesis, while 
for the Christian the Sage was a reality in Jesus Christ; again for the Stoic 
the Sage was perfect in himself, while for the Christian the Sage, Jesus, was 
a dynamic force for others.”** But if the Stoic Sage was not dynamic, the 
Pythagorean Sage-King was so; and in any case a transformation on either 
count was not original with Christianity. Philo saw in the great vopot éupu- 
Xol, preéminently in Moses, the realization of the pagan dream, and so perfect 
a realization that the blessing, the OzAnua, the owtnplov of their characters 
were still available to the race in general, but especially to those who would 
allow themselves to be initiated in the Greater Mysteries. Moses, who was 
often thought of as.entirely deified, was the God-man whose supplication 
with God had not been in vain. His Spirit, the Spirit of Wisdom and Truth, 
could still be imparted to an aspirant, with the result that the new initiate 
could thereafter live the life of evoeBeta and Stkaioowvn, and achieve the 
ultimate goal of pagan, and later Christian, endeavor, evdallovia. 


225. Spec., iv, 180 f. 
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CHAPTER IX 


THE MYSTERY 


WirH so much detailed allegory of the Patriarchs did Philo present the Mys- 
tery. The Torah has been changed into a great allegory, an allegory made 
up not of detailed and disconnected flights to reconcile the scriptural narra- 
tive and laws piecemeal with Greek Philosophy and mysticism. But behind 
the disconnected presentation there lies an elaborate schematization of the 
characters and words of the Bible according to a single objective. Fancy in 
individual points is certainly to be found in Philo. Yet there is a great unity 
of thought and purpose running through the allegory that cannot be denied. 
The conception that unites the whole is the Mystery, with its philosophical 
and cosmological assumptions and its mystic goal. Philo’s philosophy, which 
is eclectic, is by no means sporadically eclectic: it is the philosophy of an 
eclectic Neo-Pythagorean-Platonist, one with many Stoic and Cynic details, 
especially in ethics, but quite consistently antipathetic to the Stoic, Cynic, or 
Skeptic fundamental points of view. From the Cyrenaics or Epicureans he 
will have not a word on any subject. The basic Neo-Pythagorean-Platonic 
philosophy has been fused with mystic notions from the Orphics, Persia, 
and Isis. The fusion was probably made not by Jews for the first time, but 
by thoughtful Greeks who had found the Mystery of Isis in their environ- 
ment as attractive a thing as Orpheus and Dionysus had proved to be in 
Greece itself. The early steps in this direction are lost to us. Plutarch, who 
was born probably within a year or two of Philo’s death, shows us how men 
in his time were laboring on exactly this problem, the problem of restating 
Isis and Persian mystic conceptions to conform to a Philonic type of philoso- 
phy, that is to a fundamental Platonism, much enriched by Pythagorean 
notions, with Stoic details but with a strong dislike of Stoic fundamentals. 
The Light-Stream of Persia and that of Isis, for all their different formula- 
tions, seem to Plutarch but different approaches to the true nature of the 
Light-Stream, and it is in Platonism and Neo-Pythagoreanism that he would 
find the intellectual approach to the same Reality. He would indeed be a 
rash man who considered Plutarch able to conceive de novo this great unity 
in the three sources of teaching. The problem is at least as old as Philo, and 
the fact is that Philo, a deeper thinker than Plutarch, shows the solution 
much more nearly worked out than does Plutarch fifty years later. It is 
necessary only to refer to the Hermetica as evidence for general interest in 
the same problem. 

It seems that it would also be very rash to say that Philo himself was in 
any real sense a pioneer in the problem. He is much too elaborate, too sure, 
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too mature, to be working on the problem for the first time. His assumptions, 
for example, that Sophia and the Logos are identical, that mystical ascent by 
marriage with Sophia is quite the same as ascent through Powers of the 
Logos, these are too assured and unargued to be the suggestions of a pioneer. 
And similarly Philo’s confidence in identifying these conceptions with his 
Platonic and Pythagorean postulates is not a confidence that a pioneer could 
have achieved. The working out of such a blend of mystic mythology and 
philosophy into this great system must have required many years, indeed 
many generations, to have reached such assurance, such complete freedom 
from any necessity for justification, as Philo shows. 

Indeed Philo shows this whole mystic philosophy, with its still recogniz- 
able components, in an advanced stage of assimilation into even the fourth 
milieu, Judaism. This assimilation too seems much too mature to be the 
product of Philo as an innovator. He speaks of the Mystery as a common- 
place to his readers. He is offering them nothing new, but is rather like 
Chrysostom or Jerome, an expounder of the deeper significance of concepts 
that are the accepted positions of the men of his environment. In his writings 
which explain the Mystery for Jews he is not by any means conscious of 
presenting them with something essentially new. It is assumed that his 
readers are for the most part thinking in terms of the Mystery, are them- 
selves initiates. In being initiates they are not disciples whom Philo has him- 
self “begotten in Moses,” as Paul wrote those whom he had “begotten in 
Christ.” Mystic Judaism is the ready made environment of his writings, not 
the product of his original genius. In the Exposition he tries to bring Gen- 
tiles into that Mystery without betraying in a single line that he had origi- 
nated it. He is drawing constantly on the “Allegorists” for his interpreta- 
tions. Who these were, how much their works had already appeared in 
writing, I cannot say. Of this we can be sure, however, that the Allegorists 
were a group of people many of whom had gone to the logical end of the 
mystic position and had lost all sense of obligation to fulfil the letter of the 
particular laws.’ In leaving their obligation to the material world they had 
left behind for babes the representation of divine will in the material me- 
dium of nouns and verbs, and were living by and in the Law of the im- 
material realm alone. With this extreme conclusion Philo does not agree. 
To be sure the Law by which the mystics live is the Law of the Logos. But 
the details of the Jewish Code are still of great importance for the life of 
ordinary people, he insists, and since even the highest mystic does actually 
have to live in a sense in the material realm, it is a good thing to set the 
example for weaker brothers by complying with the restrictions still binding 
upon them. 
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All of this difference of point of view implies, indeed specifically denotes, 
the existence of the Mystery quite independently of any Philonic invention. 
The paralleling of Persian and Egyptian traditions about God as the Light- 
Stream may well have been a living force in Egypt consistently after the 
great work of Ikhnaton in that direction, so that the Greeks may have had 
these two presented to them in parallel immediately upon their settling in 
the country. The adjustment of this doubly-conceived Mystery to Greek 
thought may well have begun from the first contacts in Alexandria, if not 
before. As Plato and the Pythagoreans were the most sensitive of all Greek 
philosophers to Orphic conceptions, it is not surprising that it should have 
been followers of these schools who took the mystic teachings of Egypt most 
seriously. 

It is quite possible and probable, then, that for two centuries or more be- 
fore Philo the Jews in Egypt, especially in Alexandria, found in their en- 
vironment that type of thought ready made which we can only describe by 
an extended hyphenization, a Persian-Isiac-Platonic-Pythagorean mystery. 
This ready made blend was the nearest thing to Judaism in their environ- 
ment, for it alone was a philosophy built upon the personal apprehension of 
an exalted and monotheistic Deity. The Jews had early lost their sense of 
the meaning of the Hebrew original of the Scriptures, and with it the con- 
notations of the Hebrew words for God. They thought of God in the Greek 
language, and rust have been linguistic antiquarians to have kept the word 
God in their own use of it from meaning the Light-Stream. Personal in His 
love for them God might remain; the great lawgiver to the Jewish nation He 
did remain. But the tribal Yahveh he could not remain, or even the strongly 
personal deity of Amos and Hosea, when it came to explaining His nature 
in the Greek language. With the early stage of this process we shall deal in 
the next chapter. The great conscious syncretistic movement we shall there 
describe was at an end by Philo’s time, and he can assume that in his gen- 
eration the true meaning of the Torah is the revelation of the Royal Road 
of the Light-Stream. In Philo the Mystery is not only fully developed, but 
ripe with the ripeness of very many years. So mature is the Mystery that it 
may well have lost all localism and been quite as familiar among the Jews 
of Rome and Tarsus as in Alexandria itself. For all of its definitely Egyptian 
origin, it is quite likely that, when a Jew went with this sort of Judaism from 
Alexandria to Ephesus or Tarsus in 50 B.c., or 10 a.D., he would have been 
heard with the same respect and credence that greeted Apollos in Christian 
Ephesus or Corinth a few years later. 

Into the Mystery we have followed Philo by his own route, the route of 
the lives of the Patriarchs. It may be well before we leave Philo to look back 
at the ground we have traversed, and fix the Mystery in our minds by study- 
ing it from a new vantage point. 
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The Patriarchs, and especially Moses, are the great revelation of the higher 
Way. Sometimes Philo groups them to show that each reveals a different 
aspect of the struggle to rise, or of mystic achievement. But each Patriarch 
is really one who has achieved the end of the Mystery. The first triad of 
Patriarchs, for example, is Enos, Enoch, and Noah. Each of these represents 
a preliminary stage; Enos, Hope, Enoch, Repentance, and Noah the achieve- 
ment of Sikatoouvn by the destruction of the passions. These men may thus 
be treated as preliminary steps on the mystic ladder, or any one of them may 
be referred to as representing the ultimate experience. But Noah is empha- 
sized much more than the other two since his being confined in the ark 
represented the soul shut up in the body with the passions through the time 
of purification, and his coming out of the ark the great experience of de- 
livery from material bondage that he might rise to saintliness for himself 
and saving power for others. 

It is through Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob that the Mystery is first fully 
developed. Abraham and Jacob are treated from the point of view of ascent 
through the Powers to the Logos, though the Sophia-marriage theme is de- 
veloped in connection with their marriages. Abraham goes out from Chal- 
dea, as Jacob runs from Esau, to typify the first step, the running away from 
the life of dependence upon matter, from the life of unrestrained response 
to passions and perceptions, from the life of confused thinking in which 
matter is regarded as the ultimate. This step is also represented in the alle- 
gory of the migration of the Israelites by the departure from Egypt. The 
flight is only one step in the preliminary emancipation from matter; the 
second step is a definite renunciation of the somatic life, what Paul would 
call dying to the body but what Philo more correctly calls killing the body.’ 
This is the stage in the migration represented by the drowning of the Egyp- 
tians in the Red Sea. The corresponding stage in the story of Abraham is lost, 
if it was included, through the fact that the section of the Quaestiones which 
might have given it is not preserved. But it may well have been omitted 
from the story of Abraham, for this step may be identified, according to the 
necessities of tracing spiritual progress through the recorded incidents in the 
lives of the Patriarchs, with either the flight from the body or the going up 
to the great final experience after the period of discipline. 

Abraham now goes through a series of experiences. The passage dealing 
with Melchizedek is not found in the Quaestiones, and the few references 
to him in the Allegory leave the significance of the incident rather undeter- 
mined in Abraham’s general spiritual development. It may well have been 
the stage where he experienced the Cosmic Mystery. After this he has several 


2. Philo also called it dying to the body, or to mortal life. One fragment reads: av S€ 
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visions of, or conversations with, God. These are carefully schematized. The 
first® is his experience of the Royal Power, when he has a marvellous in- 
flooding of the divine Light. At the same time he is progressing according 
to the Sophia cycle. He has married Sarah, who is Virtue, but as yet she is 
the virtue achieved by human effort, as high a type of virtue as at this stage 
Abraham could claim. It is no wonder that he finds her sterile, for such 
virtue is always sterile. So he begins to lay the foundations of higher advance, 
like Jacob with Laban, by studying the encyclicals. This is represented by his 
relation with Hagar, and a bastard achievement, Ishmael, or a preliminary 
one, can be effected through such a relation. That is, the fruits of encyclical 
study are bastard, or at best preliminary, in comparison with the fruits of 
true knowledge, Sophia. The encyclicals must, after serving their purpose, be 
humiliated, put in their proper place, as Hagar was humiliated for presump- 
tion. 

With the encyclicals mastered, and Ishmael, their profit, achieved, Abra- 
ham can go on to a higher vision of the Powers, and this time, in the incident 
of his name being changed,* he sees both Powers, the Creative as well as the 
Royal. Here the last traces of his sin fall from him. He is again bathed in 
Light, and now becomes a saving power for other men. But the union is not 
only with the Powers, it is 2lso union with Sophia, the preliminary union 
by which he is himself given potency to beget. For he presents his human 
nature to Sophia, not as masculine but as feminine; it is Sophia who is tem- 
porarily masculine and fills Abraham with seeds. Having now himself be- 
come full of seeds he can as masculine return to Sophia, now feminine, and 
make her pregnant. But before this happens there are a few other prelimi- 
naries. He must return with his new powers to become the complete master 
of the body, a step symbolized by circumcision. The body is no longer dead 
to him, or he to it, but it has become his perfect servant, the perfect spiritual 
medium. 

Abraham’s union with Sophia on the higher plane, where he is masculine 
and she feminine, is the experience of begetting Isaac. His spouse is no longer 
human virtue, but divine Virtue, or Sophia, as indicated by Sarah’s changed 
name, and this divine Virtue is very fertile when approached by one with 
Abraham’s new powers. The experience is figured in the oak of Mamre 
under which Abraham sits, and in the later relations with Sarah. Here he 
comes to the height of the Mystery by both formulations. He is united with 
Sopnia and at the same time sees beyond the two Powers to the Third who 
unites the two, the Logos, and in seeing the Third sees that the Three are 
One. They bring their incorporeal light into his house, his self. He is united 
with them in the full mystical union. His saving power for others has in- 


3. Gen. xv. 4. Gen. xvii, 1 f. 
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creased at each advance he has made. His body is in a sense as dead to him 
as a bronze statue, but in another sense it is now made as fruitful, in its 
subservient capacity, as the soul. 

The story of Abraham is especially enlightening for the Mystery, for its 
stages of progress are most clearly worked out according to the pattern of 
the Powers, and at the same time the different stages in ascent according 
to the Sophia formulation are carefully kept in parallel. The two are clearly 
distinct formulations of the ascent which Philo as a child of his age believed 
identical, even though the fusion of the two was at least very imperfect. 
They are still parallel formulations to him. 

The story of Jacob is the next best account of the ascent of the soul in the 
Mystery. Jacob runs from Esau, as has been said, and there begins his de- 
velopment. In his early encounters with Esau he had represented preliminary 
struggles of a naturally well intentioned man against fleshly evil and pleasure, 
but he finds that his only real safety is ia flight, for, if he stays to fight his 
lower nature, it will overcome him in the end. He has obviously had some 
contact with the Mystery already, and has shared the mystic meal with 
Isaac and received Isaac’s blessing. But in his dream he appears to have ex- 
perienced the Cosmic Mystery for the first time, and to have had that 
shadowy premonition of the immaterial world which went with the Cosmic 
Mystery. He here gets only the Logoi, and is given complete salvation from 
his enemies, the impulses of the flesh. This is of course what the Israelites 
experienced at the Red Sea. It is interesting that the dream is explained at 
once as a preliminary revelation of the Logos-Powers and of Sophia. Again 
the two strands are clumsily intertwined, but distinct. 

Like Abraham, Jacob has still much to do. He must go to Laban’s house- 
hold as Abraham went to Hagar, to learn the encyclicals, to get the first 
marriage with the disciplinary studies, and to learn to rule his own lower 
nature, the sheep, and to become a shepherd of men. At the end of this disci- 
pline he is ready to go on into the Mystery itself. His first experience is the 
dream of the sheep of different markings, by which he comes to see the dif- 
ferent offspring of Sophia or the Logos in contact with men. The first are 
the white sheep, those clothed in the blinding white of the Higher Mystery. 
The second are those marked with the Forms like the Cosmos, and are the 
people in the cosmic stage of the Mystery. The third are the beginners in the 
stage of repentance and first purification. These three types, he says, corre- 
spond to the three experiences of the temple, the outer court of purification, 
the inner court of the cosmic robe and Cosmic Mystery, the holy of holies 
with its white robe of light; only, says Philo, the symbolism given by Moses 
is better than that Jacob got in a dream. 

From this vision of the Mystery Jacob goes on to its experience. But here 
our fragmentary account of his story fails us, and the great scene where 
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Jacob wrestles with the angel and becomes the “man who sees God” and 
“perfect” is not preserved. Yet we have enough hints to see that here Jacob 
reached the height of the mystery by both formulations, like Abraham, and 
became united with the Light-Stream as both Logos and Sophia. Like Abra- 
ham, the epilogue to the mystical experience of Jacob is his return to the 
body to dominate it and use it as a perfectly functioning medium of the 
spirit. 

The other great allegory of the mystical ascent is the story of the migra- 
tion of the Israelites. They too left Egypt, the realm of the body, and de- 
stroyed its passions in the Red Sea. Then they began a long period of wan- 
dering, the period when they were learning self discipline to prepare them- 
selves for the mystic achievement. But Philo never takes them into the 
Promised Land.® They are throughout the symbol of life as lived by most 
men who are trying to live nobly, are aspiring for the mystic experience, but 
never get sufficiently disciplined to be able to go on into “perfection.” They 
do, however, seem to have gone through the two mystic stages. At Elim it 
is hinted that they enter the Cosmic Mystery, and they come into the Higher 
Mystery of union with the immaterial world in the strange scene Philo de- 
scribes as “the song at the well.” Here by a combination of two incidents, 
the marshalling of Israel as an army of warriors in companies under the 
captains, and the scene where the Israelites under Moses stop to sing at the 
well, he represents the tribes as singing the song of triumph at final mystical 
attainment. 

The great importance of the migration, then, is not so much to show the 
Mystery itself, as to depict Moses as the hierophant of those who are strug- 
gling for mystical “perfection.” The thing of real importance is the great 
dominant figure of Moses, the God-man and Savior. 

Moses himself is like Isaac in being of a specially unique type of being, 
needing no preliminary stages at all, but living from early years the “perfect” 
life. Isaac had not to go through a period of discipline, he had to have noth- 
ing in preparation. All he had to receive was the consummation in the mystic 
marriage with Sophia. As “self-taught” he was one already born with the 
knowledge that saves. 

Moses similarly is from the first the “Self-Taught.” He is a loan from 
God, a special incarnation, for the benefit of the race. The encyclical studies 
mean nothing to him: rather the boy Moses can teach the doctors of every 
land what their knowledge never suggested to them. Problems are all exter- 


5. It should be noted that in one passage Moses does lead the Israelites from Egypt, sense, to 
Canaan, vice, for he has revealed to them that what was innocent sense-act in Egypt is, by the 
higher standard, vice. This notion is identical with Paul’s insistence that “when the law came, 
sin revived.” “I had not known sin except the Law had said thou shalt not,’ etc. See Heres, 
83-87. 


242 By Licut, Licut 


nal to him. He is never purified. At the early stage when he is at the burning 
bush he already “takes pleasure by the tail” in the way of the final “redemp- 
tion of the body,” a thing which the other Patriarchs dared to attempt only 
after the last experience of the Mystery. He is concerned throughout, rather, 
with the problem of trying to go beyond the second great divide, that be- 
tween the Logos and to 6v. At the bush he is trying to find the name of 
God, that is His nature, and is, incidentally to his own experience, given his 
commission as supreme hierophant.* On the mount he is again attempting 
to see To Ov Itself, and again with only partial success, though he gets higher 
than any other human being. But here his commission as hierophant is per- 
fected, and he is given the whole divine scheme for the salvation of men. 
For ordinary men he is given the specific laws to guide them in their trials. 
For higher types of men he is given the two Mysteries, one of which he 
commits to Aaron, in the other ot which he remains as the permanent great 
high-priest, so that those of all generations who come into the Higher Mys- 
tery are initiates, disciples, followers, of Moses. In this sense it is that to 
Philo the Mystery is preéminently the Mystery of Moses. 

Four scenes might well represent the great significant aspects of Moses’ 
mystic career: the scene at the Bush; the scene on Sinai; Moses as the giver 
of the mystic Torah; and the assumption of Moses. For in this last scene he 
is taken back to God to sing the great song. It is precisely three of these 
scenes that I see in the panels at Dura, while in the mutilated fourth panel 
I strongly suspect that the scene was the getting of the Law on Sinai, the 
missing fourth.’ 

It will be recalled that this highly consistent allegory of the Patriarchs has 
appeared not only in the connected discussions of Abraham and Moses in the 
Exposition and De Vita Mosis, but also in the Quaestiones, and in a com- 
bination of the isolated allegories of the various anecdotes of the Patriarchs 
taken from their contexts in the Allegory and arranged in the order of the 
Biblical narratives. That is, the allegories of the events in the lives of the 
Patriarchs, far from being sporadic as they appear on first reading, are always 
true to a definite plan from which Philo rarely if ever deviates. That plan 
seems not at all the creation of Philo, but a settled tradition of interpretation 
which Philo is freely drawing upon, but not inventing. Such a settled tradi- 
tion, presented with the confidence and lack of argumentation conspicuous 


6. Philo thinks of Moses at the bush as traditional Christianity thinks of the baptism of 
Jesus. It was not a time when anything fundamental happened to the nature of Jesus; such a 
notion is Adoptionism and heresy. It was a time of public confirmation of Jesus, of his definite 
call to begin upon the work God had sent him to do. The public announcement theme is 
missing in Moses’ solitary experience with God, but it was like Jesus’ experience as marking the 
beginning of his call to his active career. 

7. This whole matter of the interpretation of the Dura frescoes must receive separate treat- 
ment, as I have indicated in the Introduction. 
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in Philo, could come only from one who is perhaps the greatest exponent, 
the finest flower, of a wide and established movement, not from one who is 
essentially a pioneer. 

The Patriarchs experienced the Mystery: it is Moses who formulated it and 
still presents it to men in the Torah and in his person. As Moses formulated 
it, under God’s revelation and guidance, in what did it consist? 

First it consisted in a great mystic philosophy of God and of His relation 
to the material world and to man. According to this philosophy God is in 
His Being the Absolute One, of whom nothing in human formulation can 
be predicated. Over against God is matter in that Platonic-Pythagorean sense 
which Aristotle adopted. Essentially matter is formless. Actually since God’s 
creative act, matter is unknown in its original condition, for it has become 
infused with form. The form with which it is infused is the lowest of the 
various emanations from God, or rather the lowest point in God’s single 
emanation. For Deity, while in His Being He is the self-contained Absolute, 
radiates from Himself a great stream of Light-Power. This Stream is, Philo 
feels, best compared to solar radiation, since the sun is the best physical type 
of God’s existence. For the sun is unchanging from century to century, com- 
pletely self-contained, needing no fuel or sustenance from the outside, but its 
being is such as to give forth warmth and life to the earth. The sun is itself 
unaffected, and, by the science of the day, undiminished by its radiation, yet 
all the earth is dependent upon it. So God, although in His Being He is 
completely self-contained and self-sufficient, shoots forth a great strearn of 
radiation, immaterial, of course, yet on that account all the more real. This 
Stream as a whole may be called Logos or Sophia, or Virtue, or occasionally 
mveUua. As such it is God in extension, God in relation, 6e6c, or Son of 
God, yet not 6 9¢6c, not God in the fully proper sense of the term. As this 
Stream goes out from God it takes on differentiations of function, which 
from the human point of view seem almost existential differentiations. The 
Stream as a whole is the Logos. Then the Logos is itself differentiated into 
what Philo and other Greeks in Egypt and elsewhere called “Powers.” The 
first two Powers distinguish the Creative and Royal or Ruling functions or 
aspects of the Stream. These two with the Logos itself make not three but 
one, though in the mystic ascent they appear as three to a man approaching 
them from below. Below these are secondary differentiations or Powers, the 
divine actions of mercy, the divine legislative activity, and the Platonic world 
of forms. The latter three are “within the created realm,” that is they not 
only exist as immaterial entities, but are the aspects of the radiation of God 
which can come into the material world and express themselves there. So by 
whatever theory of “imitation” or “participation,” or Logos-Cutter “division” 
Philo may approach the problem of creation, original matter is made into the 
cosmos by the representation of the forms in matter. The cosmos is also 
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guided by the great legislative force of God which God sends down into the 
material world to be the Law of Nature, and the world is sustained by the 
Power of Mercy by which God acts within the material world to preserve 
it. By the fact that these lower manifestations of the Logos-Stream from God 
are present in the material world, the Logos may be said in so far to have 
put on the material robe, and to be present in the material cosmos. The 
great Stream is ultimately a unit, and the part may at any time be called 
by the name of the whole. Yet the fact remains that above the material 
world, for all that it includes an infusion of the Stream, the Stream exists 
in its unmixed purity, the three which are really One. “Above,” I say, but 
that is rather a matter of qualitative gradation than of space, for spatial 
categories have nothing to do with immaterial reality, and indeed the very 
Powers that represent themselves within the visible cosmos are themselves 
separable from matter and not exhausted by their representation. The Forms, 
for example, are to be found in matter as the three great Powers, or To év, 
are not: yet the Forms properly exist in the kooyoc¢ vontoc, and not in the 
KOouoc aioOntéc. The same is true of the other lower Powers, God’s Law 
and Mercy.® 

Such is the Deity, and such the relation of the material world to Deity 
visualized in the Mystery. As this system was the inner secret of the Mystery, 
so it has been revealed to men by God, through Moses, in that secret and 
most holy symbol of the Jewish religion, the Ark of the Covenant. The sym- 
bols of the ark represent the seven great manifestations of God: the box of 
the ark is the world of forms; the tables of the law within the box are the 
Power of Law; the mercy seat is the Power of Mercy; the two cherubim are 
the two higher Powers, the Creative Power and the Royal Power; the voice 
which came to Moses is the Logos; while the One who is present and utters 
the voice is to év. This is the inner secret of Judaism, then, the true Wesen of 
Judaism, the fact that it has hidden away at its heart the symbolic revelation 
of the true nature of God. 

But the Mystery was more than a doctrine, a philosophy, or even than a 
concrete and holy symbol of the nature of Deity. For the Mystery was also 
a great revelation to man of his own nature, of his need of salvation, and of 
the Royal Koad by which men could rise above matter into the immaterial 
realm. And through its great Savior or Saviors Mystic Judaism was a dy- 
namic source of what later came to be called “saving grace.” Not only could 
Mystic Judaism point the way: it could give men strength to walk along it, 
or to run along it as a fugitive from the allurements of matter and sense to 
the peace and safety of immaterial reality. 


8. It is obvious that the essential difference between this conception and Neo-Platonism is 
not in the names for the different stages of the Light-Stream, but in the fact that matter is still 
visualized as only the recipient of the Stream, and in no sense its own lowest manifestation. 
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It is interesting to see that the central theme of the Allegory is the develop. 
ment of the Mystery. A section of it from the de Confusione through the 
de Fuga may be analyzed for the light it throws on Philo’s method of pre- 
senting the Mystery. Philo’s purport is easy to miss by the fact that he is in a 
sense riding two by no means congenial horses at once. He visualizes the 
stories of the Patriarchs as a revelation of the Moses Mystery, and writes to 
develop this theme for Jews who are interested but need detailed instruction. 
At the same time, in order to prove his point, he feels compelled to treat 
the account in Genesis word by word to show its bearing for his general 
purpose. In the Quaestiones in Genesin he assumes knowledge of the Mys- 
tery as a whole and can devote himself freely to writing simply a reference 
work of interpretation, verse by verse. But in the Allegory he is trying at the 
same time both to give a connected account, and to orient each verse as it 
comes, and so does neither very clearly. He is driven to digression after di- 
gression, and to interpreting many verses in terms of details that should logi- 
cally appear at a later point in his argument. The intention of the work as a 
whole is, however, indicated by the titles he gives to the successive studies. 
If one follows these as representing what Philo considered the key notion 
of each book, there is a definite development of thought. 

In the de Confusione Linguarum Philo has been chiefly concerned with 
a description of the nature of human sin, the mixing of values. “Confusion” 
is the punishment of the race for its rejection of the doctrine of providence, 
its shutting the soul down to the level of the senses and passions, and its 
self-sufficiency as contrasted with the humility it should have before God. 
The next two treatises, the de Migratione Abrahami and the Quis Heres, 
raise the question of the general qualities of the man who emerges from this 
human welter. The de Migratione praises, in contrast to the wicked, the man 
who has gone out of lower to higher things. Such a man lives by the vision, 
not by verbal instruction, that is he is beyond the Law as given in nouns 
and verbs, and has access to the real Law, which was given from Sinai in 
the “vision that was seen.” His qualities are thereby fully developed; he is 
given a marvelous speech by which he can help others (ie. he becomes a 
hierophant to instruct others in the Mystery); he is given a great reputation 
among men, but greater still he is made worthy of esteem. As a result of 
this experience he becomes a saving force in society. He lives the life of Law, 
not, obviously, the Law of the Mosaic Code, but the Law of the Logos which 
he has received.*® As a result his own acts are the logoi or véyot of God. 
When Abraham has at last advanced to the place where he can leave Lot, 
his lower nature, quite behind, he is ready, not to follow the Logos, but to 
walk by his side, that is to become mystically identified with the Logos.” 


9. Mig., 47-52. 10. Ib., 127-131. 11. Ib., 173-175. 
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This all implies that the man who has “migrated” has gone out from the 
realm Pascher identified as the lower stage of the Mystery, where one is 
preoccupied with a mystic comprehension of the universe, to the higher 
spiritual realms, first Haran, the place of the mind, and then to God Himself. 
It is a going out from the senses.” 

The basic principle and chief objective of the Mystery has now been 
sketched. The treatises that follow go into details. The Quis Heres*® takes up 
the question of what sort of man is competent to undertake this journey out 
from humanity and to become the heir of divine things. The first verse of 
the Biblical section here to be treated leads Philo off into a digression on the 
different manners of speaking to God. This disposed of, Philo, by an elabo- 
rate and devious consideration of Masek'* concludes that the man whose 
life is characterized by the blood-soul, as contrasted with the life of mind or 
reason, cannot be the “heir” of divine things.*® The “heir,” the mind, must 
come out of the body, the senses, and speech, and indeed his very self in so 
far as he renounces his own thought processes. A man who has made this 
migration becomes the “Seer,” the one who sees God,** for he has gone out 
of himself, a thing which you (uninitiate) readers do not understand, but 
which is perfectly intelligible to us who are mystic pupils of Moses.*” Abra- 
ham has been brought out to see the stars, but he has gone far beyond the 
physical heavens and stars, that is beyond the Stoic notion that the world 
itself is God, and his migration is from the created to the uncreated, a step 
taken by the aid of Sophia.** This whole process is one in which God is the 
giver and the initiate only the receiver, and what he takes he still owes to 
God and must give back to Him. Everything is now concentrated in God, 
sense, speech, and mind, and all should properly be used for God. God is the 
beginning and the end.” The flight to God is a ransom by which our minds, 
slaves fugitive to God, are set free.”° At this point Philo puts in the long dis- 
cussion of the Logos as at once the Divider and the principle of unity, a 
section so important by itself that it is represented by a sub-title at the begin- 
ning of the book. The point of the section, itself drawing heavily upon a 
Pythagorean prototype, is a discussion of the basic idea of the whole Mystery, 
the great cleft between the material and immaterial worlds. A large number 
of instances of the presence of a fundamental division in the universe finally 
lead Philo to the conclusion that the incense of the temple cultus is the 
praise rising to the Creator from the cosmos as made up out of the four 
elements.” Between these two is the Logos, simultaneously their divider and 


12. Mig., 198-215. 

13. A treatise on Rewards originally stood before the Heres. 

14. See Gen. xv, 3 (LXX). 15. Heres, 40-62. 16. Ib., 69-80. 
17. Ib., 81-85. 18. Ib., 96-99. 19. Ib., 100-122. 
20. Ib., 123 f. 21. Ib., 196-200. 
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mediator. The two parts divided are complementary and make a single 
whole, but they need the Logos to turn the six into seven, to unite all into a 
single entity.” God, the infinite immaterial, is described in contrast to the 
finite universe. Philo now returns to the description of the migration of the 
“heir.” He has begun with discarding the evil tendencies and notions of the 
soul’* and then he goes into the “ecstasy.” Various kinds of ecstasy are de- 
scribed. But the ecstasy of Noah, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and especially Moses 
is the prophetic ecstasy, in which the light of one’s own mind “sets” before 
the brilliance of the divine illumination, the coming of the divine Spirit. In 
this state the prophet speaks the view of Another.** The migration is one 
out from the body and the passions.”* After considering a number of details 
Philo sums up. It is the Sophos who is the “heir.” He rises to the promised 
land, the land which is Sophia, so that he gets “a sure and abiding vision of 
the Sophia of God,” and the Cutter separates him off from what is evil. The 
process begins with the perfection of the parts of the body and ends in the 
attainment of the divine Sophia.”® 

So far Philo has been describing the ideal. The reader must have felt that 
the Quis Heres \eft him little ground to hope that he could share in such a 
Mystery. The next treatise, the de Congressu, begins at the bottom to explain 
how a novice might have a mystic experience through the Preliminary 
Studies. The normal beginning for one who is not like Isaac miraculously 
endowed with a special nature is in the Pythagorean encyclicals.”” But highly 
valuable as these are, they are represented by Hagar, who was, as an Egyp- 
tian, of material nature and must mark only a temporary stage.** By an 
elaborate allegory of Rachel and Leah and Jacob’s two concubines he con- 
cludes that the beginner must provide himself with two types of mind, one 
which peacefully appropriates ta mpeoButTepa kal Nyepovevovta ayaa, and 
the other by which he fights off evil. In addition he must take care of his 
body and train himself in rhetoric: but these are the concubines.” Isaac, the 
type quite beyond ordinary men, needs only one wife, for he can go direct 
to Virtue and Sophia.*° Philo is now led by the idea of allegorizing wives 
and concubines into a section which adds little to his main point except t that 
the aspirant must marry himself to true knowledge, not to opinion or false- 


22. Ib., 201-229. For fuller discussion of this conception see, my “Neo-Pythagorean Source.” 

23. Ib., 239-248. 24. Ib., 263-266. 

25. Ib.. 267-274. 26. Ib., 313-316. 

27. Colson and Whitaker (IV, 452) note that this is a Stoic encyclical. They give no refer- 
ences, and seem quite unjustified. The school that was famous at the time for its encyclical 
preparation was the Pythagorean, while no such preparation was demanded from young Stoics. 
Justin Martyr, for example, without an encyclical education, claims that he was a student in 
both Stoic and Platonic schools, but could not be admitted into a Pythagorean school because 
of this lack. See my Theology of Justin Martyr, pp. 57-60. 

28. Cong., 14-23. See Colson and Whitaker’s interesting note in Vol. I, p. xvi, note f. 

29. Cong., 24-33. 30. Ib., 34-38. 
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hood, if he is to be a man of Vision of the Highest.** Sarah, who is through- 
out Virtue or Sophia, herself gave Hagar to Abraham; so the Encyclicals are 

uly delightful as a preparation, so long as it is borne always in mind that 
they are not to be the true wife.** Even these preliminary studies cannot 
begin in the frivolous period of youth.** The ten years Abraham lived in 
Canaan before he took Hagar symbolize this, but lead Philo off on a long 
digression on the number ten.** The following section is confusing because 
while the women of these stories are generally equated with Sophia, their 
being made pregnant is the receiving of Sophia. This confusion is clarified 
by Pascher’s analysis. Sophia is, as we have seen, really bisexual. She receives 
the seed from God as a female, but at the same time has power to impreg- 
nate her offspring, to scatter divine seeds. What Philo means is that one 
must, after the encyclicals, take Virtue or Sophia to himself and become 
pregnant from the divine seeds she will sow in him. This is the point of 
the treatise. It is one of Philo’s most rambling books, and takes in a great 
number of incidental subjects. The mystic at this stage must go to Philoso- 
phy which alone can interpret the encyclicals, as for instance in its perceiv- 
ing the real nature of geometrical concepts.*’ And there is elaborate sugges- 
tion that this stage is going to be one of toil, and of temptation to return to 
the life of flesh. 

The de Fuga et Inventione goes on from the treatise that has outlined the 
preliminary studies and the stage of affliction.*® Philo is now ready to discuss 
the stage in which one makes the great escape. Flight, he finds, is from three 
motives, shame, hatred, fear. The flight of Hagar from Sarah is one of 
shame, and occurs when a person gets a sense of his unworthiness as com- 
pared with true virtue, and is so apalled that he runs from virtue.*’ To this 
type of flight Philo returns at the end of the treatise. Much more important 
for his present purpose are the other two types of flight, those inspired by 
hatred and by fear. The flight of hatred is the flight of the soul or mind 
from the material universe, from the senses, along the Road to Virtue. It is 
still an uninstructed and instinctive flight.** The type of flight based upon 
fear comes when one really understands the danger to which the soul is 
subject from the material world and the senses, the fear lest the lower may 
overcome the higher in himself. A considerable digression points out that 
this does not imply actually the abandonment of wealth or political office, 
since such rejection of earthly responsibility on the part of good men would 
leave the masses helpless in the hands of the wicked. We must fulfill our 
temporal obligation.*® And yet at the beginning one flies alike from the best, 
because we cannot endure it, and from the worst, as disgusting and terrible. 


31. Cong., 38-62. 32. Ib., 71-80. 33. Ib., 81-88. 
34. Ib., 89-120. 35. Ib., 139-150. 36. Fug., 2. 
37. 1b: 5, 0: 38. Ib., 7-22. 39. Ib., 24-38. 
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In such a temporary state the soul is engaged in trying to understand the 
material and sensuous world. After a little one is ready to leave this stage 
(the one apparently in which Philo elsewhere puts the encyclical studies of 
the universe) and to return to Virtue-Sophia. Jacob, who is the type 
throughout this section, accordingly marries Sophia-Virtue, who here as else- 
where is the androgynous figure, a female who scatters seed of her own 
nature in her temporarily feminine husband.*° 

So far the figures have been somewhat confused. Philo seems by these 
three flights to indicate that the first stage of flight is a recoil from sin by 
reason of a rebuke from conscience as representation of the Good. After the 
sin and shame comes a hatred of sin and a flight from it, a great putting 
away of one’s sinful acts. In itself this is not sufficient. Man must next study 
the whole nature of sin as represented in the material universe and as urged 
upon him by his senses. Without such an understanding he cannot go on, 
but he will temporarily be concerned with the lower rather than the higher, 
be living in a suspense between the two. The next stage is the ascent to 
Wisdom-Virtue, and the being impregnated with Sophia in the mystic mar- 
riage with her. At this point the ascent in terms of Jacob and the flight to 
Sophia breaks off. Mangey suspected a lacuna in which the higher stage 
would be more fully described, and though Wendland thinks not, it is very 
likely that such a passage did follow. 

Up to this point the imagery has been chiefly that of the Female Principle 
type. But now** Philo takes up a new Biblical setting, and develops quite a 
different picture of the Mystery. Here he deals with the Cities of Refuge. 
The Biblical passage is marred for Philo’s use by the fact that the fugitive 
to the cities is a murderer, and so Philo confuses his real intent by a desperate 
allegory to show why the fugitive is a murderer. Apart from this element, 
Philo’s argument is based upon the conception that life and death are matters 
of the presence or absence of virtue. To live to virtue we must first die to sin, 
exchange mortality for an immortal life, go from the creature to God.” 
God. Himself is described not in terms of the Light-Sophia hierarchy but of 
the Logos and the two Powers, the Creating and Ruling. Man has been 
created partly by God (apparently in this section God is completely the 
equivalent of the Logos) and partly by the lower Powers, for the One made 
man’s reason, the other his sensuous aspects. The true fugitive then is one. 
who flees to an immaterial country, that is to God Himself, Who compre- 
hends but is not comprehended (mepiéxwv ov mepiexeTtat), and is the refuge 
of all the universe.** This country which God inhabits is His own wisdom 
(emotyun), and He inhabits it as a native while the fugitive can never be 
more than a resident alien.** 
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Philo goes on to devote some space to the character of the fugitive again. 
He must be pure from the sin of thinking that God is in any sense the cause 
of evil, and he cannot be a lover of self.*° Suddenly Philo breaks into the 
adjuration: 


Drive them out, then, Oh ye initiates and hierophants of the divine mysteries, 
drive out the souls that are mixed and just miscellaneously tossed together, those 
that have been mingled in confusion, the souls that are hard to purify or wash 
clean.** Such souls go about with their ears unstopped, their tongues unchecked, 
and thus bear with them the ready instruments of their own misery that they hear 


and prattle forth all things which must not be heard or spoken.*? 


In contrast those who know about sins, who have a proper mouth, may use 
the Cities of Refuge from unintentional sins. 

Philo’s preparation has been elaborate. Now he has at last finished talking 
about the Mystery in general, and has given what sounds like the formula 
of expulsion of uninitiates. At this point he should go on to tell the Mystery 
in its inner detail. In my opinion that is precisely the significance of what 
follows. For Philo goes on at once to the mystic significance of the Cities of 
Refuge. 

The Mystery which is presented as the Mystery of the Cities of Refuge 
is really the Mystery of the ascent to God through His Powers. Philo dis- 
cusses the cities under four main topics: why the cities chosen should have 
been cities from the tribe of Levi; why six cities were chosen and what they 
represent; why they were divided into three on each side of the Jordan; and 
why the fugitives were to return at the death of the High-Priest. 

First the cities were cities of the tribe of Levi because the Levites are types 
of the true fugitives. They have done what the fugitive must do, stripped 
themselves of their bodies, of their unreasoning element (to ahoyov), by 
which is meant the senses, and of their power of speech (0 MOOmOpIKOC 
Adyoc). Thus only their kata Siavoiav Aoyoc, their higher reason, is left; 
they now live in a state that is according to monadity (ti kata Thy Hovwolv 
Siaity) and so can aspire purely and without distraction to the One.™ 

Second Philo discusses why there should have been six cities selected, and 
what is their meaning. The six cities are the Logos and his descending 
Powers; that is the first city is the Logos. itself, the second the Creative or 

45. Fug., 80-84. Plato’s Theaetetus 176 is quoted, and evidently the thought of the Theaetetus 
has much influenced the entire passage. Parenthetically he puts in here (§78), GAM’ ov Con BEV 
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Beneficent Power, the third the Royal or Ruling Power, the fourth is divine 
Mercy, the fifth and sixth together the legislation of God, for the fifth repre- 
sents the body of specific positive commands in the Torah, the sixth the 
negative commands.*® The cities are beautifully arranged, Philo says, for 
all grades and sorts of people who aspire to be free from sin. So far as the 
Mystery is concerned, Philo’s real understanding of the unintentional homi- 
cide is that the homicide represents the man who aspires to be free from sin. 
The “unintentional homicide” who may flee to the city is figuratively a man 
who wants to do what is right and is looking for strength to do so. The 
willfully malicious have no more place in the Mystery than the willful mur- 
derer in the city of refuge. Yet among the people who want to do right there 
is every grade of spiritual gifts, and each aspirant must be treated according 
to his distinctive capabilities. 


So he [Moses] urges the man able to run very swiftly to stretch out without 
stopping for breath to the most exalted divine Logos who is the source of Sophia, 
in order that by drawing from the flowing source he may discover for himself the 
prize of eternal life instead of death. 


Philo is very specific. It is not the Logos as found in the cosmos to which 
the fugitive aspires, but the Logos in its unmixed purity, the source of 
Sophia, and for one who has achieved this height, the prize is the putting 
away of mortality and the putting on of eternal life (Cwy) in the Logos. 
One has but to change the term Logos to Christ to have the famous passage 
in which Paul “stretches forward to the prize,” the prize of putting off 
mortality for immortality.” 

Philo goes on: 


And the one not so swift [Moses urges] to fly for refuge to the Creative Power, 
which Moses calls God,” since by this Power the universe was arranged and set 
in order. For the one who apprehends that the universe was created has come into 
possession of a great good, knowledge (éxotnun) of the Creator, knowledge 
which at once prompts a created object to love the Creator.®® 


Philo’s second place of refuge is at once the Creative Power and the 
emiotnyn of God, which, since émiotnyn is commonly a synonym of Sophia, 
and Sophia has just been mentioned as a derivative of the Logos, suggests 
the stage where the fugitive is identified with Sophia in the other formula- 
tion of the Mystery. Here the prize is, then, that one learns really to love 
God, in a mystic union with His Sophia. 


The one who is still less facile [Moses urges to fly] to the Royal [Power]. For 
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if the child is not regimented by good will for the Father, the subject is at least 
regimented by fear of the ruler, by Necessity which chastens him.** 


Life on this stage is lived in a great sense of the majesty and force of the 
divine way, in a realization that one is bound by Necessity. We recognize 
the distinction at once between the religion of the level of the Creative 
Power and that of the Royal Power when we notice that in the latter the 
religious impulse is based upon a mystical appreciation of the majesty of 
God and the servitude of man. In the former the mystic has risen to a reli- 
gious experience based upon the love of God for man and of man for God. 
It was just such an advance the Arminians later tried to make in moving 
out from the stern majesty of the God of Calvin to the loving Father they 
preached. 

Philo goes on: 


But for the man who cannot reach these objectives (6901) which have been 
described, because they are too remote, other and nearer goals (xapsxtioes) have 
been established, those of the Necessary Powers (Svvapeis dvayxaiat), namely 
Mercy, and the injunctions that prescribe what must be done, as well as the in- 
junctions that prescribe what must not be done. For though he may have sinned 
formerly a man who assumes that Divinity (to $etov) is not implacable, but is 
merciful by the kindliness of its nature, straightway repents in hope of pardon. 
And he who conceives of God as a Legislator is happy in obeying all God’s in- 
junctions. And the last type of man will find the last refuge, that is simply the 
avoidance of evil, even though he may not be able to share in the more desirable 
goods.** 


The description of the three lower Powers as avaykaiat is obscure, and I 
have no suggestion to make as to its meaning. Otherwise the statement is 
clear and highly illuminating. The man who cannot cross the river must 
live by the extensions of Deity made especially for man into the material 
realm. These are two-fold, the merciful activity of God which reaches down 
to men, and the Law in its positive and negative aspects which God has 
projected into the material of nouns and verbs in the Torah for human 
guidance. The distinction between the positive and negative commands was 
familiar in Judaism. Women as a lower order were exempt from obligation 
to many of the positive commands.** Indeed no person was so sunk in 
material life that he could not understand a prohibition from some specific 
act. It demanded more understanding to grasp and fulfill such positive com- 
mands as to love one’s neighbor than the negative command not to kill 
him. Still higher was such an appreciation of God as to understand that He 
was merciful and forgiving to one who had erred, but who sincerely wanted 
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to be forgiven and reinstated. All six of the cities represent a remarkable 
classification of the different mystic stages, or types of religious capacity. 
But it is highly significant that the group of Powers on the lower side of 
the river, the Laws and Mercy of God, represent an epitome of traditional 
Judaism as it has been presented to Jewish lads of all ages. The Jew had the 
Law, positive and negative, mercifully given him by God, and believed that 
God was kindly desirous of granting pardon to one who was sincerely try- 
ing to fulfill the Law, but who inadvertently, or by sudden temptation, 
failed to keep it. The mercy of God went on and offered hopes for the 
Jewish race, later for the Jewish individual, in the future. Normative Juda- 
ism has always centered in the merciful God who gave men the guidance 
of His Law. 

The interesting thing is that while Philo recognized normative Judaism, 
and could thus epitomize it, he put that Judaism definitely on the hither 
side of the river, and found his own true aspiration quite beyond. Norma- 
tive Judaism was of divine institution, but its appeal was directed only to 
men who could not go into the Mystery. The Mystery was no less Judaism 
than was normative Judaism for Philo; rather it so far transcended norma- 
tive Judaism as to make normative Judaism at best a propaedeutiz, something 
which need not detain the swift runner at all in his rush for God. How 
differently Philo regarded the importance of the two sides of the river 
will appear shortly. 

Parenthetically it is in view of these lower stages that Paul’s perplexing 
conclusion to his description of the flight to the goal becomes clear. He has 
described the objective of the téXeto1, and then continues: 


Let us who are perfect have this objective in our minds (peov@pev); and if 
you have some other objective in mind, God has revealed this also to you. But 
on the level to which we have attained, by that standard let us order our lives.>” 


Paul has not described the lower refuges, but he has recognized that not 
all men are of a nature to come through to the highest; they must content 
themselves with what Philo called lower Suvayeic, and live in harmony with 
the level of spiritual life they are competent to reach. 

It is very important that Philo goes on to parallel in a brief digression the 
schematization of Powers as he found it in the Cities of Refuge with the 
Ark of the Covenant, the symbol he usually employed for God and the 
Powers. For in the ark, he explains, the positive and negative specific law 
was inside the box. Mercy was represented by the mercy seat, the Creative 
and Royal Power were the cherubim above them, while still above these 
two Powers was the Presence, the invisible divine Logos, which here is the 
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eikwv QeoU, the oldest of all the vonta, the nearest to God of all the Powers, 
so close that there is no interval between them at all. The Logos is the 
charioteer driving the Powers, and He who utters the Logos is the passenger 
in the chariot telling the Logos where to drive. So, Philo concludes, the 
mystic who is entirely pure even from involuntary offences may have God 
Himself (autov tov Qedv) as his inheritance and dwell in Him alone, but 
those who still, even though against their will, commit offenses, have the 
six Cities of Refuge for their way of salvation.”* 

Philo has little to say of the mystic who goes beyond the cities to God 
Himself, for it was an achievement that he reserved for his greatest heroes, if 
even Moses did actually achieve it. But he is careful to bring in at least an 
allusion to the supreme level of mystic aspiration, else his picture of the 
Mystery would be incomplete. The digression has then not only brought 
in this additional element, but it has definitely linked the scheme of the cities 
with the inner symbol of the Mystery, the Ark of the Covenant. 

Philo has more to tell of the cities. He has yet two of his main points to 
discuss. 

He goes on to the third question, why the cities were divided with three 
on each side of the Jordan. The three beyond Jordan are the Logos and the 
two Powers, far removed from the human race, and with them the universe 
as a whole has fellowship. But the three that are contingent upon the human 
race with its proclivity to sin are the lower three Powers, Mercy and the two 
types of Specific Laws. For, he explains very significantly: 


What need is there of a prohibition for men who are not going to do wrong? 
Or of positive commands for those whose nature is not erring? Or of Mercy for 
those who have no sin? But our race [the human race] has need of those by the 
fact that it is naturally inclined to both voluntary and involuntary sin.®° 


Again we have it obviously implied that even the divine scheme of Juda- 
ism as it was usually taught was one designed essentially for lower souls who 
had not the spiritual gifts, while just as obviously those who had the gifts 
had no essential benefit from legalistic Judaism. Here certainly is the point 
of departure of the allegorists. It was not that in contrast to the legalistic 
literalists they saw a more philosophic meaning in the Torah by means of 
their allegory, and so rejected the letter as mythological and juvenile. The 
conflict was much deeper. They read into the Torah by allegory a distinctly 
non-Jewish type of salvation, and so they left the letter behind because in 
the Mystery which allegory had revealed they had become superior to the 
letter of spiritual accomplishment. They had crossed the river Jordan, and in 
one stage or another of the Mystery had no need of the laws. Philo went 
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with them into the Mystery, though he himself still feels the importance of 
keeping the laws. 

The rest of the book adds little to our picture, and need not be followed 
in detail. The fourth point about the cities brings out that they are really not 
temporary refuges, but may be inhabited by the fugitive so long as he keeps 
himself in contact with the Logos-Priest. With this ends the section on flight. 
The discussion of discovery is concerned again with defining the types of 
persons who can rise to these heights. The highest type is the Self-Taught 
like Isaac, who finds without seeking. The next type seeks and finds, while 
two lower types are not within the possibilities of mystic achievement at all. 
What is found is illumination and sweetening of the soul,® and the con- 
templative life (Qewentikoc Bioc), a life which achieves unmixed joy and the 
noetic beam that comes as from a flame.®? The third main division of the 
book discusses the symbol of the well or fountain. The nyepovixov, the en- 
cyclical studies, the senses, Sophia, and God are discussed as fountains, and 
it is pointed out that we must not abide by the lower fountains but go to 
Sophia who will lead us higher. The book ends in an allegory of Ishmael, 
the type of product from one who has not yet reached the height. Such 
achievement is at best a sophistic affair. 

The Allegory, for all its rarabling, has, then, for its main theme the presen- 
tation of the Mystery. 

In this Mystery the great high-priest is Moses. The true priesthood is a 
matter of learning that nothing material is excellent, but that God as the 
Primal Cause deserves worship and honor.** The Aaronic priest can alone 
of men enter the inner sanctuary because “in him alone resides the winged 
and heavenly yearning for those forms of good which are incorporeal and 
imperishable.”** The true high-priest “has received a drink of the eternal 
graces, and repays this preliminary draught by pouring out himself as the 
full libation of unmixed wine.”® His wife is a virgin (Philo must have had 
in mind the marriage with Sophia) and his offspring are Aoyot, Emioxortot 
and éopot of the affairs of nature, or are Jettoupyoi Scot, hastening to kin- 
dle the flame. This they do by uttering Aovyor mepi coiotytoc, which come 
forth like sparks from flint.°* Their father, Moses, the true high-priest, is 
completely self-sufficient, able to do and to know all things by himself. He 
subsumes in himself the entire race. He is less than God, but greater than 
man, partaking of both natures. His is preéminently the priesthood of the 
holy of holies, and as such he is not a man. 
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Was he then God? I would not like to say, for the archprophet Moses was actually 
given this title as his lot when he was called the God of Pharaoh. At least he was 
not man, but had a share of each extreme as though one were the pedestal, the 


other the head.*®” 


Such a Priesthood had the Jews in Moses, the Nature beloved of God, who 
could lead them on the great Royal Road of the Mystery.®* Its symbolism 
has appeared throughout. It is the Mystery of the holy of holies, whose sym- 
bol is the white robe of the man who has “put on immortality.” It is the 
Mystery of the sacred marriage with Sophia; of the fugitive rushing past city 
after city of the divine Powers until he comes at last to the Logos. If pictures 
were devised to illustrate the Mystery artists might have made use of almost 
any scene of the Old Testament, for scarcely an inch of the Pentateuch, at 
least, has escaped Philo’s allegory. But preéminently such pictures must have 
centered in Noah’s coming out of the body, as his ark was called; in the 
meeting of Abraham with Melchizedek or with the Three Men; in the 
courtship and marriage of Isaac; in the flight and the dream of Jacob, his 
departure from Laban and the wrestling with the angel; in Moses the self- 
taught youngster who got his commission at the burning bush and who 
became the great mystagogue of the Exodus, who got the Law from God 
and gave it to Israel, and who was at last taken to God to sing His praises 
forever in the great song of the heavenly bodies. Through it all the coming 
of a white-clad mystic to Sophia or to the three Powers must have been 
symbolized, and the contrast between the White Robe and the Robe of 
Aaron would appear, though these robes might be put together on the true 
priest as Philo sometimes describes him. Also the contrast would be shown 
between one who wore the white robe and the mass of people who did not. 

Is there evidence that any such organization of the Mystery existed as 
would have produced such an iconography? 

First it may be asked what was Philo’s attitude toward the plastic arts. 
In one passage, an isolated statement in an irrelevant context, Philo stops to 
say that in talking about the Giants Moses has not turned into a myth- 
maker. Moses is too much a follower of truth to stoop to myths. It was on 
this ground, Philo adds, that Moses banished painting and sculpture from 
his commonwealth, since their attractive and charming artistry belies the 
truth.”” The statement is not elaborated. In itself it seems only to mean that 
Moses took the same attitude toward plastic artists that Plato took toward 
the poets, and forbade all use of their arts. If this is Philo’s general position, 
and he thought art and Judaism fundamentally opposed, it is curious that 
there are no other passages that say so since he has a good deal to say about 


67. Som., ii, 187-189. On the deity of Moses see above, pp. 223 ff. 
68. Conf., 95 f. 69. As in Mut., 43 f. 70. Gig., 58 f. 


THe Mystery 257 


art. True he denounces artistic productions sharply in a strongly Cynic re- 
jection of all the refinements of life. The quest for beauty in material objects 
is a perversion of the true quest for immaterial beauty.”* From the Platonic 
point of view he depreciates their value, because they are the creations of 
deceitful false opinion done by men who have never seen ta mpdc dAnfetav 
kaAa."? They are only copies of the works of ucic, and are not $uceic 
themselves.”* But he admires their beauty and considers that many pictures 
and statues done by Greeks and barbarians, and set up to ornament the cities, 
are more beautiful than even living men and women.” Indeed their beauty 
is one of the most dangerously seductive of the appeals of paganism.” He 
knows the symbolism of the pagan iconography, and what that symbolism 
means to pagans, so much so that Gaius’ adopting the symbols of the gods 
for himself seems to Philo a real desecration.”* He even warns Jews not to be 
disrespectful to pagan idols,” and is proud to point out to Gentiles that 
Jews respect their “gods” although they reject them as objects of worship.” 
He is not uncritical in his artistic judgments. He not only knows the inferi- 
ority of copies to the original masterpieces,” but speaks with assurance of 
how the hand of a given master is to be recognized in works of different 
types and sizes."° So far from taking advantage of the texts against the 
making of images for a general denunciation of art,” he either allegorizes 
any specific meaning from the texts, making the “images” allegories of the 
worship of wealth,*” or he interprets the scriptural prohibition as applying 
only to images of pagan gods that can be used for idols.** Certainly against 
decorative works of art, or symbolic ones, there is no invective that seems to 
have any literal significance (for I cannot take Philo’s Cynic asceticism liter- 
ally), except against images that are supposed to represent Deity and are 
used for cult purposes. An iconography of the Jewish Patriarchs and their 
Mystery, in which God was symbolically represented by a hand, would not 
violate Philo’s position in the least. 

True Philo does not mention such a Jewish iconography. But it is highly 
noteworthy that he does leave room for such an iconography, and shows a 
sympathy for works of art which is quite in contrast with our other records 
from the Jews of the time. 

For example Josephus wrote: 


The Greeks and certain other peoples believe it to be a good thing to set up 
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images, and then they take pleasure in depicting their fathers, wives, or children; 
some moreover have pictures of persons who are in no way related to them, and 
others do so by reason of fondness for their slaves. So then what wonder is it if 
they seem similarly to honor lords and masters likewise. Furthermore it is not as 
though our legislator were prophetically commanding that the power of the Ro- 
mans was not to be honored, but as though he recognized that this was a thing 
useful to neither gods nor men, and since [artistic representations] are proved by 
their inanimation to BE toseHon to animate beings, much more to God, he forbade 
the making of images.** 


The difference between this statement of Josephus and Philo’s attitude 
toward works of art is at once striking. While Philo says nothing of pictures 
of Moses, or any Jewish Patriarch, at least his remarks do not make their 
tolerance completely out of the question as do those of Josephus. The passage 
is by no means unique in Josephus. “It was unlawful that there should be 
any such thing in the temple as images, or busts, or the representation of 
any living thing whatever,”*° Josephus wrote of the golden eagle put on the 
temple by the Romans. That the law was more general than this application 
he shows later: “It was not lawful for them [the Jews] to put an image of 
God, much less of a man, in the temple, or even in any profane part of their 
country.”** As Kleinert remarks,*’ Josephus carried his ideas from later 
Judaism back into the earlier period, and naively gave as one reason for the 
fall of Solomon’s house that he made the images of brazen oxen (the cheru- 
bim) in the temple, and of lions about his throne.** If Josephus is any guide 
to sentiment in Palestine at the time, as he is universally taken to be, it is 
significant that when speaking to local Jews in Galilee he justified his com- 
ing up to Tiberias by saying that he was to lead them in destroying Herod’s 
palace because it had been profaned by being decorated with images of 
animals.*® Indeed the populace was so sensitive on the matter that they 
raised a great protest against the prizes Herod offered in his games. These 
were sets of armor hung on some sort of wooden framework, and the Jews 
thought that images of men were being foisted upon them under the cover 
of the armor. Herod had to take the leaders of the Jews and show them the 
crude wooden framework, objects that made them laugh, before their sensi- 
bilities were appeased.”° 

It has been generally thought from these passages in Josephus that all 
Jews had by the time of Christ so entirely got away from the primitive 
idolatry as to be completely averse to artistic representations of any animate 


beings, and especially of God. The discovery in Dura of a synagogue filled 
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with great frescoes forces us to conclude that the Judaism of Dura had many 
elements in it that normative Judaism would have repudiated, at least in 
Josephus’ time. Certainly the Dura type of Judaism drew upon a tradition 
that regarded pictures differently from Palestine as Josephus describes it. The 
leaders of the Jews who made an official inspection of the trophies to make 
sure that human figurines were not hidden under the prize armor would 
hardly have returned to synagogues decorated like those of Dura. Philo has 
shown an interpretation of the Jewish Law that forbids the use of idols, to be 
sure, but by no means the use of art in general. When “those who make 
molten images,” without any distinction are condemned with sorcerers and 
witches as practising the arts of Satan,”* and when Jews are later forbidden 
even to look at idols, Philo knows them by each of their charming details. 
The only passage, so far as I know, in any way kindred to Philo’s statements 
is in the other great classic of Alexandrian Judaism, the Wisdom of Solo- 
mon.” Here image making was represented as being the beginning of the 
gods themselves. The author suggests that some father who had a picture 
made of his dead child came to revere the picture because of its beauty, and 
so deified the child and founded a mystery for him which later got legal 
support. Thus the gods arose out of artistic representations. Similarly men 
made statues of distant rulers to do them honor, and again the beauty of the 
statue leads to deifying the subject glorified by art. The author goes on to a 
denunciation of the sins that result from idolatry.® That is, Wisdom, like 
Philo, detests idolatry, but is keenly sensitive to the appeal of art. Still Wis- 
dom does not go so far as Philo does in the appreciation of art. 

Philo’s position as regards images has been pointed out in partial answer 
to a question: Is there evidence in Philo that the Mystery was so organized 
in Hellenistic Judaism that it might have produced such an iconography as 
that at Dura? This first answer has been inconclusive, but at least it has ap- 
peared that Philo has an attitude toward art which might conceivably have 
admitted its development, while the non-Alexandrian, the known normative 
tradition, could not have tolerated it. 

Other material is interesting as to the question of whether Philo was speak- 
ing of a definite type of Jewish cultus, or only of a mystic interpretation of 
the Scriptures. It has appeared in many passages that the language of cult 
groups, initiations, cult robes, secret doctrines is his normal medium. Even 
the mystic food has been mentioned, the cibum mysterii which Jacob gave to 
Isaac,’* and the “buried cakes” which Sarah prepared and Abraham shared 
with the three visiting Powers, and so was admitted into the final Mysteries 
(ai téde1at teAerai).°° Both these passages are so allegorized as to give no 

g1. I Enoch. lxv, 6. 92. Xiv, 12-21. 93. XIV, 22-31. 
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direct inference of a mystic meal in a cult. And yet that there might well 
have been a definite Mystery appears in the conclusion: 


It is written “make buried cakes” because the mystic teaching (6 ted pvotns 
Aoyoc) about the Unbegotten and His two Powers must be concealed, since not 
everyone is able to guard the deposit (nagaxatatyjxn) of the sacred rites (deta 


doyta).° 
A similar declaration is: 


Further in a most excellent way Moses mentioned the “buried cakes” after the 
three measures, not only because knowledge and understanding of the Sophia of 
the Father and His two higher Powers are hidden from the many, but also be- 
cause a matter of this kind must be concealed and not shown to all. It cannot be 
told to all since he who reveals the Secret to the imprudent and unworthy destroys 
and overthrows the law of perfection of the holy Mysteries.°” 


Still more striking is the fragment: 


It is not permitted to speak out the sacred mysteries to the uninitiated until 
they shall have been purified with the perfect purification. For the uninitiated 
and the facile person (6 &vogyiactoc xal svyeons), since he is unable to hear or 
see immaterial and conceptual nature, is deceived by the thing which is made 
manifest to his sight and so casts reproach upon the irreproachable. To declare 
the Mysteries to the uninitiated would mean the destruction of the laws of the 
most sacred Mystery.®® 


Here it is hard to think that Philo had not some definite ritualistic crite- 
rion. We have “laws” of the sacred Mystery (Qeopol, leges), something that 
could be made “manifest to the sight,” and a “deposit of sacred rites,” all in 
connection with the Mystery of God and the Powers, and certainly not a 
reference to the Jerusalem cultus. Figurative use of terms from the mysteries 
had been familiar from Plato’s time for describing a philosophic mysticism, 
but this seems to go beyond the figurative. Still more definite is the following 
in its reference to a mystic Judaism: 


It is strange that there should be a law in cities forbidding one to divulge the 
mystic secrets (UVOTLXG LUOTHOLA) to the uninitiated, but that the true mysteries 
(at GAndEetc tehetat) which lead to piety and holiness, should be revealed to ears 
full of wickedness. One must not share everything with everyone, that is not teach- 
ings and practices which are especially sacred. For there are many prerequisites 


which must be satisfied by people who aspire to share in these things. The first, 


96. Sac., 60. 97. OG, iv, 8. 
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greatest, and most essential prerequisite is piety and holiness with respect to the 
one and true (dvtws dv) God, after they have put off their endless straying to 
statues and idols, images in general, and to mystic rites that are no rites, mysteries 
that are no mysteries. The second thing is that they must be purified with the 
sanctifying purifications in body and soul through the laws and customs of the 
fathers. Third they must furnish a reliable pledge that they are worthy of being 
welcomed into our fellowship in order that they may not, like intemperate youths, 
get drunk from surfeit and superabundance when they partake at the sacred table, 
and so be changed for the worse:® to such people it is not permitted.*°° 


That this is a Jewish group is clear not only from its tolerably reliable 
ascription to Philo but by the reference to the purification Sid VOUWV 
matpiwv Kai yOdv. What aspect of the Torah this meant I shall not risk 
guessing, but it is too familiar a form of reference in Philo to the Torah to 
be taken as anything else. It is interesting that the purification is to take 
place 31a, by means of the Torah, rather than kata, according to it. The 
plain implication of the passage as it stands is that over against the “mys- 
teries that are no mysteries, the teAetai atéAeotol,” stood in Judaism a 
Mystery, one without idols, but with purificatory rites that accomplished 
what the others promised but failed to perform. This Mystery was a very 
secret one, to be revealed only to those who had given pledge of being 
worthy. And it involved a sacred table, communion at which was ex opere 
operato a dynamic force. If it involved terrible danger to one who was unfit 
to receive its operation, certainly it was as powerful to benefit those who 
came to it properly. One is strikingly reminded of the Corinthians who par- 
took of the bread and cup of the Lord in an unworthy manner, and so ate 
and drank to their damnation. For our immediate purpose the point is that 
Philo’s words seem as strongly to reflect an actual “table” as do Paul’s an 
actual bread and cup. Too much cannot be made of an isolated passage, 
especially when that passage is a fragment torn from its context. It is con- 
ceivable that if we had the context we should see that Philo is speaking of 
what Gentiles are to be allowed to partake of the Passover, and that the 
mystic comparison is all rhetoric. For only proselytes who had gone through 
the traditional purification, circumcision and baptism, and the presenting of 
an offering to the Temple, were admitted to the paschal ceremony.*” It 
must be recalled that Philo lived before the destruction of the temple, and 
that the paschal meal was still a feast which could be celebrated only in 


99. &vadAovwdtwot seems to mean, “fall into a condition of change” in contrast with the 
ideal “unchangeableness.” See a Hermetic fragment from Stobaeus in Scott, Hermetica, I, 384, 
l, 27. Scott translates it here “changing from one thing to another.” 
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Jerusalem, so far as we know.’ This would make the requirements of 
Gentile admission to the Passover of minor concern to Jews in the Diaspora, 
yet Philo’s range of observation is so great that he might have been speaking 
on that subject in the lost context. The fact remains, however, that if the 
paschal meal is behind these words of Philo, it is a frank turning of the 
rite into a “Mystery,” shrouded with secret meaning and sacramental power, 
one that goes quite beyond the conception of the meal in normative Judaism. 
Indeed if Jews were to have made a Mystery of their own, nothing would 
be more to be expected than that they should have done so by putting mystic 
meaning into the traditional rites of Judaism. And the further fact remains 
that the passage seems to imply a more regular ceremony, a more usual 
mystic celebration, than the annual Passover. What seems highly probable 
in the passage, and together with this in the other passages just cited, is that 
the Jews actually did have a Mystery of their own in contrast to the false 
mysteries of paganism, a Mystery with secret objects “manifest to the sight” 
of the initiates, governed by a body of laws with its own iepoc Aoyoc, and 
mpayuata teed, Gela dpyia. Together these constituted a solemn mapakata- 
Onn, an entrusted deposit, which only the initiated could properly receive 
and guard. There is also a hint that the Jewish Oiacot were under moeoBute- 
pol ordained into a mystic “patriarchal succession.”*** The prejudices of this 
type of Judaism were by no means so active against pictorial art as those 
of their cousins in Palestine, and included denunciations only of objects of 
art regarded as actual representations of Deity and used as objects of wor- 
ship. 

The fact is that some such mystic Judaism would have to be presupposed 
to account for the pictures revealed at Dura. The mystical character of the 
frescoes is something that must be pointed out in the next study of this 
series. Here I can only indicate that within the Judaism of the Diaspora, as 
Philo reveals it, there are unmistakable indications of such a group or ten- 
dency as we should have been inclined hypothetically to assume in account- 
ing for the newly found Jewish art. And it is in Philo that the basic charac- 
ter of that Judaism is exposed. 

To be sure there are other stray details which perhaps should be introduced 
into the picture of this mystic Judaism. There are the Therapeutae, meeting 
for the sacred meal every Sabbath, clad in white garments, their hands con- 
cealed under their robes, consuming the most holy food, bread, salt, and 
hyssop, after they had been feasted spiritually upon allegorical commentary 
on the sacred Laws.’ These seem to be the hermits contemporary with 
Philo, whom he mentions as being the only living men who realize the ideal 
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life of the Patriarchs, and who bear in their souls the images stamped upon 
them from the lives of the archetypal copoi, men who take God alone as 
their guide and live strictly according to the Law, that is according to the 
op§ec Aoyoc of nature.*** Philo seems to have felt himself very close to the 
Therapeutae, though we do not know the nature or extent of his connections 
with them. He may have been with them only temporarily, as was Josephus 
with the Essenes, or he may have visited them frequently, and kept what we 
might now describe as a sort of lay brother affiliation with them. In our 
ignorance of the Therapeutae, and of the extent of their influence upon 
Philo and Alexandrian Judaism in general, it seems we can only surmise 
that they may have contributed much to the mystic thought he is expressing. 
There are also again to be recalled the “allegorists” who likewise allegorized 
scripture but who went too far for Philo by severing the body, the letter of 
the law, from the soul, its allegorical intent; the Law was to Philo properly 
an animal made up of both.**® Certainly these allegorists were not Philo’s 
ideal, but they too may have been the source of much of his thinking, and 
have had organizations where, the letter being no longer binding, pictorial 
representation of sacred themes may have arisen. 

That is, I would not like to appear to the reader to be unaware that it is 
difficult if not impossible to estimate the significance of Philo’s writings as 
witness to Hellenistic Judaism in general. But of some things we may be 
sure. First there is revealed in Philo an elaborate transformation of Judaism 
into a mystic philosophy, one that ultimately drew for its sources largely 
upon Orpheus, Isis, and Iran, as these were interpreted by the mystic phi- 
losophers of Greek background. This mystic philosophy with almost mo- 
notonous reiteration brings all the incidents of the Pentateuch into an ac- 
count of the Mystic Royal Road to God through the Powers or through 
Sophia. The white robe, the sacred table, the stages of progress, are ali thor- 
oughly standardized, and seem in Philo’s pages to be the reflection of a 
great tradition. With this mystical doctrine went a surprising leniency to 
pictorial representation, and several striking hints of actual mystic organiza- 
tion and initiation. Further we know that Philo was a man considered thor- 
oughly sound by his contemporaries, who selected him as their ablest and 
most fitting representative in one of the greatest crises of their history. 

It seems that Philo must hereafter be treated as the great source from 
whom we learn of a Judaism so thoroughly paganized that its postulates and 
its objectives were those of Hellenistic mysteries rather than those of any 
Judaism we have hitherto known. For all its passionate Jewish loyalty, it 


105. Prob., 62. I take these to be the Therapeutae since the Essenes seem to be introduced 
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was not fundamentally a Judaism with Hellenistic veneer: it was a Hellen- 
ism, presented in Jewish symbols and allegories, to be sure, but still a Hel- 
lenistic dream of the solution of the problem of life by ascent higher and 
ever higher in the Streaming Light-Life of God. 


CHAPTER X 
THE MYSTERY IN NON-PHILONIC WRITINGS 


A reaper who has followed the argument to this point, and who is familiar 
with the writings of Judaism, must have been impressed with the great dif- 
ference between the Judaism here expounded and any type of Judaism which 
he has elsewhere encountered. In spite of the fact that Philo’s statements and 
mode of presentation almost invariably imply that he was drawing upon a 
rich tradition which had long been elaborated before him and which would 
already be familiar to his readers, his conceptions of God, of salvation, of the 
Logos and Sophia, of the Patriarchs, of the Royal Road are as strange as his 
doctrine of the higher Law which transcends the Torah. Must this mystic 
Judaism remain indicated to us only from Philo’s allegory and with no 
external support? It does not seem so. 

First there are in some of the writings of the “apocryphal” class passages 
that are striking when read with Philonic ideology freshly in mind. In the 
Pseudo-Philonic De Sampsone the hero is developed as a type of “strength” 
in a way analogous to Philo’s making the Patriarchs individually types of 
different virtues, though the mystic element we are looking for is absent. 

More extended traces of analogy are to be found in the Pseudo-Philonic 
Biblical Antiquities:* ix, 10, the birth of Moses was prophesied to Miriam 
in a dream by a “man in linen garments”; xii, 1, Moses when coming down 
from Horeb was covered with “invisible light, for he had gone down to the 
place where is the light of the sun and moon: the light of his face overcame 
the brightness of the sun and moon, and he knew it not”; xii, 7, when the 
Israelites were punished for worshipping the calf, those who had been drawn 
into the affair against their will were distinguished from the others by the 
fact that their faces shone; xii, 9, God is light; xix, 16, Moses is gloriously 
changed and then dies, the angel choir ceases for the day, and God buries 
him with His own hand “in the light of the world”; xx, 2f., when Joshua 
puts on Moses’ “garments of wisdom and girdle of knowledge,” he is changed 
and his mind “kindled”; xxii, 3, Light abides with God; xxiii, 6, God showed 
Abraham the “torches of fire by which the righteous which have believed in 
me shall be enlightened”; xxxvii, 3, “and when the truth enlightened Moses 
it was by a thorn bush that it enlightened him”; li, 3, 5, the words of Samuel 
are going to “enlighten the people,” and the “light of the righteous,” appar- 
ently their souls, is not destroyed by God; liii, 2, Samuel as a boy of eight 


1. The Latin translation is very difficult to procure. I have been dependent — the version 
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years is unable to “see the fire” as Moses did, so he can only hear God’s voice; 
lxiv, 6, Samuel, when called up by the witch of Endor, has not the “form of 
a man; for he is arrayed in a white robe and hath a mantle upon it, and two 
angels leading him.” The frequent recurrence of light mysticism makes it 
very tempting to interpret the vision of Samuel clothed in the white robe with 
two attendant angels as a vision of the Logos and the two Powers. Some such 
may have been the original meaning of this whole series of “light” passages, 
though they are again scattered through a book which is otherwise quite un- 
interesting in its unoriginal repetition of ordinary Jewish points of view. 

The ultimate origin of the material may be indicated in the first analogy 
cited, the fact that the birth of Moses was prophesied to Miriam in a dream 
by a “man in linen garments.”’ In the Egyptian religion the appearance of 
Isis and Osiris in dreams to give prophetic messages or warnings was a con- 
stant feature,° while linen was so much the distinctive garb of Osiris that 
the linen towel with which Jesus girt himself at the Last Supper at once 
suggested Osiris to men of the Second Century.* We may be pardoned if 
these linen garments of the angels and Patriarchs suggest the same to us, and 
if we think they may have had the same association in Hellenistic Judaism. 
The Biblical Antiquities impresses one as being the production of an author, 
himself a Jew of the normative type, but one to whom the mystic type of 
Judaism was sufficiently familiar so that its phrases continuously recur. God 
as “invisible light” and the experience of the Patriarchs as one of “illumina- 
tion” is really no part of the author’s own thought. The frequent recurrence 
of the phrases makes it all the more necessary to assume an important group 
in Judaism to whom these conceptions were vital and significant, a group 
so important that their phrases crept—unawares, I might say—into the lan- 
guage of a man more conservatively Jewish than they. 

The Assumption of Moses has some points of analogy to the mystery in 
its glorification of Moses.° When Moses is represented as saying, “He de- 
signed and devised me, and He prepared me before the foundation of the 
world, that I should be the mediator (arbiter) of His covenant” (i, 14), the 
statement is striking, but ili, 12 shows that the author thought of Moses as 
mediator only of the “commandments,” and “pre-existence” is too familiar a 
bit of apocalyptic machinery to be pressed here in isolation. 

A book that seems contemporary with Philo, II Enoch, is, so far as we can 
judge from the defective text that has come to us, a Hellenistic, indeed an 
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Alexandrine, apocalypse.® As such it is drawing upon many sources different 
from those of Philo. Still it is interesting to see that the view of God as 
Light had become so proverbial in Hellenistic Judaism as to be axiomatic 
even in an apocalypse. This appears most clearly in the account of creation, 
which seems to follow, at least in this one detail, the Platonic conception of 
creation &k TOv yy ovtwv, a phrase which here as often means not “nothing,” 
but “what has yet no being,” that is formless matter (xxiv, 2). With this 
conception is combined the oriental mythology of creation from the primal 
egg (xxv, I-3; xxvi, 1-3). The Egg, Adoil, is filled with Light when God 
first calls him into existence “out of the invisible” (xxv, 1, 3). God was Him- 
self in this great light (ibid.), “and as there is born light from light, there 
came forth a great age, and showed all creation, which I had thought to 
create.” God established a throne for Himself and then sent the Light to 
dwell above the throne, to be the highest of all things (xxv, 4, 5). God then 
went on to finish creation. The final picture is of God with the Light above 
Him, which can only mean superior to Him in dignity. The story of crea- 
tion which follows has little to our purpose, except that before the Fall Adam 
could see into the open heavens, and behold the angels singing and the 
“sloomless light” (xxxi, 2). Large conclusions cannot be drawn from so 
small a passage and so indirect a tradition. But at least it is interesting that 
as the text stands the highest reality is Light, and creation is done by a divin- 
ity that was “in the midst of the Great Light.” The association of God with 
Light is undeniably a part of the Judaism of this author, as well as of Philo. 

IV Maccabees has little of the Mystery in the sense that it includes the 
Logos or Sophia. But it is strikingly similar to Philo in other respects. For 
example while the Mosaic Law is the basis of the heroes’ religion and loyalty, 
it is revered from quite a different point of view from that of the author 
of III Maccabees. In the latter, obedience to the Law is motivated by a sense 
of racial duty, on the ground that by obedience alone can Israel retain her 
position as the “Chosen People” protected by God. In IV Maccabees the 
motive is stated: 


The Law teaches us self-control, so that we are masters of all our pleasures and 
desires; it teaches us to practise courage, so that we can willingly endure pain; 
it teaches justice, so that in all our usages we act equitably; and it teaches piety, 
so that with due reverence we worship the God who alone is (udvov Tov 6vta 
dedv). Therefore we eat no unclean meat: for believing our Law to be given by 
God, we know also that the Creator of the world in His act of legislation was 
sympathetically disposed toward us by nature. He has commanded that we eat 
the things that will be fitting for our souls, and He has forbidden us to eat meats 
that will be contrary to our souls (v, 23-26). 


6. See the introduction by Forbes and Charles, Apoc. and Pseud., Il, 425 ff. I have had to 
depend upon the text as there given, since I do not read Slavonic. 
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That is, the Law given by God is part of a great oupmaQeia, in which God 
and our souls are working together with material things. Some of these 
would help us to the great virtues, some would hinder us from such achieve- 
ment. The Law simply explains the Way of Nature, and the natural proper- 
ties of things. We follow the Law and the religion of the Jews because such 
a religion “saves into eternal life with God” (xv, 3). Through the Law man’s 
reason can become pious (xvi, 1), can be called “of the type of Isaac” (0 
"Toaxeiog Aoyioyoc) (vii, 14), and so the man himself become a o1Ad00d0¢ 
Oeiou Biou (vii, 7). The motive of obedience has changed from the typically 
Jewish into the Philonic motive: by the Law we come into the true reg:imen- 
tation of our inner lives with the cosmic ouyma@eta, into the true Philosophy, 
achieve the character revealed in the greatest Patriarchs. Philo at Rome was 
fully prepared to die hideously for the Law: but his motives and loyalties 
were those of IV Maccabees, as contrasted with those of III Maccabees. 

With the Wisdom of Solomon we come to still more definite testimony to 
the fact that Philo’s Judaism was not of a type peculiar to himself. Wisdom 
has already been found to know the Mystery of Aaron,’ and to take an atti- 
tude toward images more like Philo’s than that of any other Jewish writer.® 
An extended analysis of the book is quite impossible here, but some of its 
more striking points must be mentioned. Use of Wisdom has become much 
complicated by the enormous variety of opinions about the unity of the 
book. From writers who insist that the book is a unit, though written per- 
haps at different times by the same author, opinions have been urged break- 
ing the work up into from two to seventy-nine parts, with variety of author- 
ship and date.° As Professor Porter quietly remarked, “The analyses do not 
agree.” Since we are here interested in the work only as a possible source of 
data to establish the existence of ideas in Judaism similar to those of Philo 
about the Mystery, there is no need to express one more opinion as to 
whether the work was written by one or many hands. Few commentators, 
however, have failed to be impressed with the difference between the ideas 
preceding chapter xi, 1, and those following it, and these two sections are 
here treated independently. 

The reader who turns to Wisdom from the Philonic material is at once 
struck by the fact that there are two references to the “Mystery.” In the first 
reference the “Mysteries (uuotypia) of God’”*° are the reward of immortality 
awaiting the righteous. The basis of this reward is that the “just man” (6 
Sikaioc), who, like all men, is made for incorruption (a4@8apcia) and in the 
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likeness of God’s own distinctive qualities (eikwv Tij¢ tStac isioTHTOC),™ is 
kept by God from the wiles of the devil, and tried in His fiery furnace. This 
experience is itself the blessed visitation,”’ or is followed by the blessed visita- 
tion, with the result that the righteous shine out and become sparks kindling 
others, apparently with the divine fire. Such people are to be given rule over 
others. This is unmistakably a representation of the doctrine of immortality, 
in terms of a light transformation, as a mystic teaching. It gets still more 
importance when considered with the second reference to wuoTYpla. 

The second reference** is much more important. Solomon is represented 
as the hierophant, a fact that is interesting for its similarity to Philo, as well 
as for its dissimilarity. For the author or authors of Wisdom Solomon defi- 
nitely takes the place occupied by Moses in Philo’s thought. Wisdom does 
not describe the Patriarchs as a series of hierophants whose chief was Moses, 
though in the great allegory of the Patriarchs’* they are all symbols of 6 
Stkaioc because of the special action of Sophia in the career of each. This 
may have been because the book is so much older than Philo that the elabo- 
rate allegory of the Pentateuch had not yet been worked out, or it may sim- 
ply mean that it was not within the author’s purpose in so brief a work to try 
to tell all he knew. Either conclusion from the silence would be dangerous. 
Yet the fact that the Patriarchs and Moses do not appear as hierophants 
must not hide it from us that a striking analogy to their experience and 
function in the Mystery as Philo describes them is found in the picture of 
Solomon as mystic and mystagogue in Wisdom. The passage must be exam- 
ined somewhat in detail. 

“Solomon” begins the section by promising that he will tell the nature of 
Sophia and his experience of her: 


What Sophia is and how she had her beginning I will proclaim, 
And will not hide mysteries from you; 

I will trace her out from the beginning of her coming into being, 
And will bring out into the open her gnosis.*° 


The first step in this bringing cic To éugavec thy yvGow autiic is for 
“Solomon” to tell how he came to know it. To prevent any misunderstand- 
ing he first explains carefully that he is himself a mortal of the mortals in 


11. See the interesting note to the passage for text and interpretation by Goodrick, op. cit. 
Goodrick prefers the reading atSudtytog for tdtétnto0¢ (both have ms. support), and so trans- 
lates “God created man to be imperishable.” 
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origin, experience, and destiny.** But “Solomon,” if mortal in his constitu- 
tion, was certainly not like ordinary men. He was a “naturally gifted” child, 
a maic eupunc, which latter word is so freely used by Philo for one compe- 
tent to receive the Mystery, or specifically to receive n aiSepioc copia, that 
it may be regarded, at least for Philo, as a settled terminus technicus.” An- 
other way “Solomon” has of saying the same thing is to state that he was at 
the beginning a “good soul” joined to a “flawless body.”** But “Solomon” 
recognized that even so he could get Sophia only as a gift of God,** and ac- 
cordingly he prayed mightily to God for her.”® In another passage he ex- 
plains that he loved her from his youth up and sought her for his bride,” 
a suit in which it is implied that he succeeded.” The many pages that have 
been written to prove or disprove the connection of Sophia in this treatise 
with the thought of Philo would seem to have missed their decisive point. 
Here, if nowhere else, is the idea of mystic ascent by marriage with Sophia, 
an idea we have found passim in Philo, unmistakably enunciated. It is the 
formulation of the Jewish mystery according to the Female Principle, and 
it is quite natural from what we have seen of Orphism and Isis that this 
formulation should appear before that of the Mithraic Powers. 

The great prayer of “Solomon” is given, as a result of which this marriage 
was consummated.”* God is exhorted to send Sophia down from the throne 
of His glory to be Solomon’s companion and guide. The result is that he 
has learned all the secrets of the universe,?* and has become immortal,”° and 
a friend of God,”* the king perfect in judgment.”* While much of this ideol- 
ogy is Jewish, its double entendre with the Greek voyioc Ep puxoc is obvi- 
ous.”* It will be recalled that the perfection of the Patriarchs in the Mystery 
was most commonly indicated by the fact that they had become vopot Eppu- 
xo1. Perhaps the line of development by which this came to-be the distin- 
guishing achievement of the Patriarchs was brought about because the Mys- 
tery was first formulated in the tradition of Solomon’s becoming the ideal 
king and voyoc Empuxoc through receiving Sophia. As he had done, so had 
they. Hebrew speculation on Wisdom would be the easy starting point for 


16. Wisd., vii, 1-6. 

17. Ib., viii, 19. As such it was one of the qualities of Abraham (L4, iii, 196; Mut., 68); 
and is the standing epithet of Reuben to connect him with the Mystery (Som., ii, 33, 37; Mut., 
98; Sac., 120); it is the quality of a mystic capable of receiving 7 aiféquog ooqia (Fug., 138, 
176; Sac., 7, 64; Spec., iv, 75); and in general of one fit for the Mystery (Mut., 212f.; Mig., 
164 f£.; Heres, 38; Cong., 82; Agr., 158). In Mut., 102 Philo remarks: t6 edqués Gpevov TOU 
pavidvovtosc—to pév yao Eoxev dodoet, 16 68 GxO7F. 


18. Wisd., viii, 19 £. 19. Ib., viii, 21. 20. Ib., viii, 21 ff. 
21. Ib., viii, 2. 22. Ib., vii, 22. 23. Ib., ix, I-12. 
24. Ib., vii, 17-21. 25. Ib., vill, 13-17. 26. Ib., vii, 14, 27. | 


27. Ib., vill, 9-123 ix, 12. 
28. I have tried to account for the similarity of the twe traditions in my “Kingship in Early 
Israel,” Journal of Biblical Literature, XLVIII (1929), pp. 169-205. 
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assimilating the Female Principle. It is implied that “Solomon’s” experience 
is one typical of that of all men who have “gained knowledge of God’s 
counsel,””’ specifically the Patriarchs from Adam to Moses.*° He does not 
say that they all became voyor éupuxo1, but it is natural that others should 
have said so from what he wrote. At least they were all “saved by Sophia,”** 
and became “friends of God” and “prophets.”®? 

What is this Sophia, “marriage” with whom was so determining a factor 
in the lives of “Solomon” and the Patriarchs? Sophia is in the first place 
“Spirit,” mveUpa,** that mysterious conception of the late Greeks which, be- 
ginning as wind, came to betoken the immaterial quality of divine substance. 
In Stoic circles mveGua never lost its material association; in philosophies 
that thought of ultimate reality as immaterial, while.it was freely used, as in 
Philo, for that Nature which is elsewhere abundantly specified as immaterial, 
mveUua itself was so often even in that connection described with its material 
attributes that in itself it presents one of the most baffling problems of late 
Greek and early Christian terminology. In the Hellenistic Jewish and Chris- 
tian literature it becomes complicated by its obvious association with the 
Hebrew ruah. In a given passage there is often little appeal for its meaning 
beyond the reader’s impression. My own impression here is that the Spirit- 
Sophia is immaterial, in spite of the verbal difficulties. Since Sophia is defi- 
nitely herself mveGpa, I take it only as literary momtiia that the Spirit, where 
more elaborately described in a later passage,** is said to be “in” Sophia. The 
attributes of the mveUya within Sophia are obviously intended to be the 
attributes of Sophia herself. As such she is said to be 


thinking (voegdv), holy (Gyvov), unique in kind (povoyevés), manifold (soAv- 
ueoéc), fine (Aextov), mobile (evxivytov), lucid (teavdv), unpolluted (dudduv- 
tov), clear (cages), inviolable (axnpavtov), lover of the good (mudyatov), 
keen (6&0), unchecked (dxwAvutov), beneficent (evegyetixdv), lover of man 
(puavtownov), fixed (PéBatov), unfailing (Gopadéc), care-free (GueQuivov), 
all powerful (xavtodvvapov), all surveying (xavenioxomov), one that spreads 
out through all spirits that are thinking, pure, and especially fine. 


It is interesting to take these words and to try to trace out their origin, as 


29. Wisd., 1x, 17. 

30. It is interesting in this earlier and less analytical list that Lot and Joseph were included, 
as they appear to be in the iconographical tradition, though Philo puts them at best much 
beneath the great exemplars. 

31. Wisd., ix, 18. 

32. Ib., vii, 27. Both of these are familiar as one of the special signs in Philo of the final 
mystic achievement. Holmes parallels both Plato (Laws, iv, 716D, 6 pév cogewv te@ glioc) 
-and a Stoic dictum in Philodemus (SVF, ii, 1124). For some reason he is more impressed by 
the Stoic than by the Platonic parallel. 

33. Wisd., i, 6. 34. Ib., vii, 22 f. 
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has often been done by editors.*° The Stoic associations of many of them are 
striking, and into others it is easy to read ideas from other philosophies. For 
our purpose it is sufficient to find that this Sophia-spirit is a concept with 
these striking divine qualities, and then to enquire what such a list of quali- 
ties implies as to the concept of Sophia that lies behind them. Stoic as many 
of the terms may be, as in Philo the Stoic details are subordinated to the 
God, Himself utterly different from the God of Stoicism, whence Sophia 
with these qualities emanated. For such a Sophia, who would have been the 
ultimate Deity of Stoicism, is here not the ultimate deity, but only atytc tijc 
Tou Ge00 Suvapewc Kal amdppoia Tic TOU mavToKpaTtopoc SdENc ethikpIvne, 
“the breath of the power of God and the clear effulgence of the Glory of the 
Almighty.”** Nothing here would justify the assertion that the Suvapic 9e00 
is an antecedent of the Powers of Philo, but at least it is apparent that behind 
Sophia is a God who is the source of an effulgence that can be compared to 
breath or a Light-Stream. Indeed, Sophia is herself an effulgence from ever- 
lasting Light (anavyacua puto aidiov), and as such she reflects to men 
as in a mirror His évépyeia, an eikwv, image, of His goodness.*” She is fairer 
than the sun and superior to the stars, but indeed upon comparison with 
light she is found to be something anterior.** This last word, mpotépa, is very 
interesting. Sophia is certainly a light emanation, yet the author does not 
want to have her confused with physical light. She is radiant and unfading 
(Aaumpa kai dudapavtoc),*® her beam is sleepless (akoipntov To ék TaUTHC 
peyyoc).*° Yet she is to be chosen avti owtdc, instead of light. She is then 
light, but not in the sense of physical light which fades. She is something 
anterior. The “immaterial light” familiar in Gnostic, Philonic, and Neo- 
Platonic thought seems certainly what the author has in mind, though that 
term does not appear.** Accordingly I would understand the words already 
quoted, fine, mobile, lucid, unpolluted, clear, inviolable, to be descriptions of 
Sophia as light. For it appears in vii, 10, 29, that one of the most important 
contrasts between Sophia and ordinary light is that ordinary light can fade 
away. 

Such must be the fundamental thought of Sophia; she is the Light-Stream 
from God’s glory. As such she is the Orphic povoyevéc, “unique in kind.“ 


35- I see no point in the fact that there are twenty-one titles here. Editors have made this 
number a standard comment. Ancient writers introduced numerological speculation often enough 
without our forcing it upon them. 

36. Wisd., vii, 25. 37. Ib., vii, 26. 

38. Ib., vii, 29. 39. Ib., vi, 12. 

40. Ib., vii, 10. 

41. To Gptagtov pas does appear in xviii, 4, but in connection with Law, and very likely 
from a different writer. It could only with uncertainty be brought over to apply here to Sophia. 

42. Holmes’s “alone in kind,” is certainly the right meaning here and elsewhere, not Good- 
rick’s “singly born.” The word never meant “only born” except when used with such a word 
as “son” or “daughter,” and then the combination meant rather “only son’”’ than “only born” 
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We are again reminded of Philo by the fact that she is unchanging 
(BéBaioc), and sharp (d&eia). That she is voepa, herself initiated into the 
wisdom of God (uwotic tic tot bo Emotnunc),** makes her further like 
the Logos-Sophia of Philo, which is the voUc of God, as does her réle of 
being God’s creative agent, ) mavtwv texvitic,“* and her function of holding 
the universe together*® and ruling it.*° It is in connection with creation that 
the parallelism shows her to be identical with God’s Logos: 


“Who makest all things by (ev) thy Logos 
And foundest man by Thy Sophia.”*? 


The identification is complete, though here it throws more light upon the 
word Logos than Sophia. For that God made all things by His Word is 
something Jews had been saying for years without meaning by the “Word” 
this effluent Stream. The Logos of God is being identified with Sophia, but 
here the identification is timid and tentative. It would seem that it was 
through the Sophia conception that Jews first introduced the Stream into 
their religion. The Stream never ceased to be the Sophia, though later the 
masculine Logos was often preferred. Here Wisdom shows us the early stage 
where the enrichment of thought made through the term Logos seems to 
be only beginning. 

It is thus not surprising to find Sophia closely identified with the giving 
of a higher Law. The Law is referred to in the latter part of Wisdom in 
connection with a phrase already mentioned, “the incorruptible light of the 
Law,”** which was given to the race of men. It would be daring to claim 
for this phrase, in spite of the distinctively Greek conception in the adjective 
aoSaptov, more than the familiar Jewish notion that the written Law.was 
a light to the feet.“° But in the first half of the book, the part we are drawing 
upon exclusively for the Sophia doctrine, the indication is much more plain 
that Sophia brings to men an immediate impartation of the Law. Two pas- 
sages seem to refer to a Law of Sophia, where the written Torah could not 
have been understood. 

The first of these is in the prayer of “Solomon” for the gift of Sophia. He 
prays that Sophia, the throne-mate of God, be sent to him “because I am 

. . inferior in understanding of judgment and laws.”°° God has made him 
king, “Solomon” goes on, in spite of his inadequacy for the task, has bid 
him build the temple “in imitation (ytpnya) of the holy tabernacle which 


or “only begotten son.” On the Orphic usage see above, p. 118, Albinus (Alcinous), Introduc- 
tion, 12. 

43. Wisd., viii, 4. 44. Ib., vii, 22. 45. Ib., 1, 7. 

46. Ib., viii, 1. 47. Ib., 1x, I. 

48. Ib., xviii, 4. See note 41, above. 

49. Ps. cxix, 105; Prov. vi, 23; Test. Levt, xiv, 4; xix, I, etc. 

50. Wisd., ix, 5. 
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Thou hast prepared in advance from the beginning.”** The only way in 
which “Solomon” can hope te fulfil this obligation is for God to help him by 
sending down Sophia to him, for she was present with God at Creation and 
knows what is pleasing to God and what is right in His Laws (ti evQec ev 
évtoAaic cou).°* Only with her presence and help can “Solomon” hope to be 
acceptable in his deeds and in his judgments.”* This cannot be a reference to 
any written Law. Sophia comes down and tells the person especially en- 
dowed with her inspiring company what are the Laws of God in a way not 
otherwise revealed. 

The second passage seems just as clearly a reference to Laws which can 
only be learned through the mystic association with Sophia: 


For the beginning is the truest desire for her instruction; 

Concern for her instruction is love [of her]; 
And love [of her] is the keeping of her Laws; 

And adherence to [her] Laws is the assurance of incorruption (aqtagota). 
And incorruption brings one near to God.** 


The steps here are those of a mystic laddez of Law. One begins with desire 
of Sophia’s instruction, which leads to love of Sophia, which in turn leads to 
the keeping of her Laws (apparently those first learned by her “instruc- 
tions”); the keeping of her Laws leads to a change into an incorruptible 
nature, which brings one near to God. The formulation is not exactly that 
of Philo, but the conception is basically identical, and there can be no doubt 
that the Laws are mystic revelations rather than the statutes of the Torah. 


One has only to glance at a normative Jewish work like Sirach to see the 
contrast. 


He that taketh hold of the-Law findeth Sophia.® 
All these things [of Sophia] are the book of the covenant of God most High 
The Law which Moses commanded as an heritage for the assemblies of Jacob.°° 
All Sophia is the fear of the Lord, 

And all Sophia is the fulfilling of the Law.*” 


Here Sophia is given as a result of obedience to the written Torah, as she 
always is in normative Judaism.°* The Law given by Sophia in Wisdom is a 
totally different thing. In the one case the man begins with obeying the 
written Law, and so is given Sophia; in the other he prays God for Sophia, 
and when she comes to him she gives him Law. She certainly does not pre- 
sent him with a roll of Torah. 


51. Wisd., ix, 8. 52. Ib., 1x, 9. 53. Ib., ix, 12. 
54. Ib., vi, 17-19. 55. Sirach, xv, 1. 56. Ib., xxiv, 23. 
57. Ib., xix, 20. See Box and Oesterley, Apoc. and Pseud., 1, 305 £. 

58. Cf. Baruch, iti, g9—iv, 4, especially iv, 1. 
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As to the origin of this conception I feel that the Female Principle is again 
the ultimate source. Isis, the great Stream of loving and protecting life to 
men and the universe, is also the giver to men of higher civilization and the 
one who gave them law in place of UBpic. As such she was Thesmophoros 
or Thesmothetis, the goddess of justice, Sixatoouvy.®® Indeed in the official 
description of Isis it is said “I am Isis the queen of every region the one edu- 
cated by Hermes; and whatsoever I have legislated (Evopo8etnoa) these 
things no one can abrogate.”® The Orphic male-female deity was also the 
source of legislation.™ 

The relation which this Law given by Sophia bears to the Torah is not 
suggested in Wisdom. But the two types of the Law seem definitely present 
in the book: for ii, 12, is a reference to the traditional Jewish Law as cer- 
tainly as the two passages we have been discussing are not. 

This is in brief the “Mystery of Sophia” which “Solomon” proclaims. 
Other details could be added, such as the similarity to the Logos-Sophia of 
Philo in her relation to the beginner and mystic; her identification with the 
pillar of fire that led the Israelites.°* But enough has been said to warrant 
assuming that Wisdom shows the Mystery in one of its earlier and most 
fascinating stages. Sophia is here definitely a streaming Light from God to 
reveal to the mystic the true Law of God that alone can make the recipient 
kingly. 

The second part of Wisdom has almost no mention of Sophia. It goes on 
with allegory of the Patriarchs, especially of the plagues in Egypt, many 
details of which are suggestive of Philo. In general the second part betrays no 
such fundamental similarity to the Mystery of Philo as does the first part. 
But a few details are striking. 

It has already been noted in connection with the discussion of the Mystery 
of Aaron® that Wisdom knew this Mystery. The author has been speaking 
of the destruction of the Egyptians. He now says that the Israelites when in 
the desert also experienced death.** But the Wrath did not long continue, for 
it was opposed by a blameless (Gueymtoc) man. 


Fie conquered the Anger, not by strength of body, not by the force of arms, 
But by Logos did he subdue the Chastiser, 
In recollection of the oaths and covenants of the Fathers. 
For when the dead were now fallen in heaps upon one another, 
He stood between and cut off the Wrath 
And obstructed his [the Wrath’s] path to the living. 


59. For references see Roeder in PW, Realencyclopaedie, IX, 2119. 

60. Diodorus, I, 27; Hopfner, Fontes, p. 106, ll. 22 ff. 

61. The Orphic deity is deopomdgos and brings edvopia; above pp. 18 f. 
62. Wisd., x, 17. 63. See above, p. 120. 
64. Wisd., xviii, 20. 
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For upon the robe that reached to his feet was the whole world, 
And the glories of the Fathers upon the carving of the four rows of stone, 
And thy magnificence was upon the diadem of his head. 
To these the Destroyer yielded, these were the things feared, 
For it was sufficient merely to put the Wrath to the test [sc. by presenting 
him with these symbols].° 


Commentators have long recognized that this description of Aaron’s robes 
was to be understood in the light of Philo’s and Josephus’ accounts of their 
significance. But I have not noticed anyone who has pointed out that Aaron, 
in presenting the Avenger with those robes to frighten him away, presented 
him with the Logos. It seems clear to me that the story of Aaron’s interven- 
tion is but an elaboration of the first statement that the Punisher was sub- 
dued not by strength of body or force of arms, but by the Logos. In the sec- 
tion immediately preceding it was the Logos who in sharp personification 
slew the eldest sons of the Egyptians.*® Now when another Death Angel, or 
whatever he might be called, attacks the Israelites, the Logos, as committed 
to the Israelites in the oaths and covenants of the Fathers, that is in the 
priestly office, intercedes and saves them by his mere exhibition. It is very 
interesting that Philo interprets the incident in the same way as Wisdom,” 
one of the few places where we can check our impression that Philo’s alle- 
gory came to him already stereotyped. The Mystery of Aaron has seemed to 
be a different mystic tradition in Judaism from the Light-Stream Mystery of 
the Logos-Sophia. But the passage, which seems to me unquestionably to 
antedate Philo and Josephus, is of the greatest value in showing how much 
Philo is drawing upon a more ancient tradition. 

Wisdom has been treated sufficiently for our purpose, which is to show 
from the various survivals of Hellenistic Judaism that Philo’s mysticism is 
not by any means to be understood as his own invention. The importance of 
Wisdom is the fact that it shows a definite and elaborate Mystery of Sophia, 
one that is certainly non-Philonic in origin, and is in all probability dis- 
tinctly pre-Philonic in time. 

But we have learned this also from the material we have thus far exam- 
ined: there was definitely a Hellenistic Judaism, of the type most familiar 
in IJ and III Maccabees, whose orientation was in a strict regard for the letter 
of the Law, and whose chief glory was its observance. Other groups were so 
concerned with the apocalyptic hope and imagery that the Mystery appears, 
as in the Assumption of Moses and in II Enoch, in only casual details. That 
we should have had some survivals of a normative legalism in Hellenistic 
Judaism was to be expected from Philo’s constant reference to the “literal- 
ists,” by whom the mystic meaning he found in the Torah was rejected. The 


65. Wisd., xviii, 22-25. 66. Ib., xviii, 15. 67. Philo, Heres, 201. 
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apocalyptists are important for their echoing ideas which associate themselves 
at once in our minds with the Mystery, but which are obviously phraseologi- 
cal reflections from a type of thinking about Judaism essentially foreign to 
their own. Wisdom has done still more, it has shown us Mystic Judaism it- 
self, or at least some aspects of it, at a stage apparently earlier than Philo’s, 
yet definitely in the same line of development. Solomon and Sophia are the 
heroes, not Moses or Isaac and the Logos. But the Sophia is the Light-Stream, 
quite the same fundamentally as Philo’s Logos, and Sophia as an equivalent 
of the Logos-Stream is by now so familiar in Philo himself that the concep- 
tion of Sophia in Wisdom can be accepted as a predecessor of at least a large 
part of the Philonic Logos. That is, Wisdom has shown us not @ mystic 
Judaism, but zhe mystic Judaism we are investigating, though in an earlier 
stagé than that which Philo reveals. 

We do not need to stop even here. Thanks to Eusebius there are still pre- 
served a number of strange fragments from the writings of very much earlier 
Hellenistic Jews. Schiirer has listed them and discussed them, but so far 
there has been no conception of Hellenistic Judaism in which they could 
take a natural place. There are two main sources for this material, the writ- 
ings of Aristobulus and of Alexander Polyhistor.“ 

Aristobulus addressed his work to Ptolemy VI Philometor, so was writing 
approximately 160 B.c. Eusebius quotes him in two passages.®* From these 
fragments we get some highly iraportant information. The fragments are 
taken from a great é&nynoeic tic Muticéwe ypadiic, Exposition of the 
Writings of Moses, a title strongly reminiscent of Philo’s so-called Expost- 
tion, and appears, as Schiirer has indicated, to have been similar to it in 
method. The book, being addressed to Ptolemy, was designed, like Philo’s 
Exposition for Gentile readers, and seems from what Clement says, to have 
been dedicated to proving “that the Peripatetic philosophy was derived from 
the Law of Moses and the other prophets.”* But Schiirer is entirely right in 
saying that even the fragments left us show that, while tradition is united in 
pronouncing Aristobulus an Aristotelian,”® his philosophic interest included 
more than that single school. We can see for ourselves that for him Pythag- 
oras, Socrates, and Plato as well as Aristotle, and even Homer and Hesiod, 


67a. The dates of these writings, as Schiirer has assigned them, have been widely challenged. 
Bousset, for example (Religion des Judentums (1926), pp. 19 ff.) rejects Schiirer’s early dates 
for dates in the first century B.c. Others would make them much later, or take them, especially 
Aristobulus, for Christian forgeries. I confess that Schiirer’s arguments still seem to me the 
most convincing, though certainty is impossible. 

68. Praep. Evang., VII, x; XIII, xu. Other quotations, as Schiirer indicates, are included in 
these passages. 

69. Strom., V, xiv, 97. Judaism in immediate contact with Iran developed the same apolo- 
getic. There all oriental science was said to have been first taught by Abraham. See Bousset, 
Religion des Judentums (1926), pp. 73-75, 196. 

70. See Schiirer, op. cit., p. 516, n. 50 for the reference. 
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drew upon Moses for their doctrines. Indeed in what of his writings we have 
he seems more interested in Socrates and Plato than in Aristotle, and more 
colored by Pythagoreanism. That is, he is an eclectic filled with the idealism 
and ethics of the same schools as those which most influenced Philo. Further 
examination reveals that he also was a direct predecessor of Philo in his 
regarding Judaism as a Mystery. 

He has a considerable allegory of the number seven.”* The seven is a 
symbol of the logos in man, by which man has knowledge of things human 
and divine. The plants and animals of the cosmos revolve in a cycle of sevens. 
He concludes his discussion of the week (the seven days) with the following 
passage: 


Homer says: 

And on the seventh day we left the river Acheron. 
This indicates that [we went away] from the forgetfulness and evil of the soul, 
[and that] the aforesaid things [i.e. the forgetfulness and evil] were abandoned 
on the true Seventh, the logos, and that we received Gnosis of the Truth, as 
aforesaid. 


If my understanding of the text is correct Aristobulus is saying that if man 
abandons the forgetfulness and evil of the soul he can, through his logos, 
receive the higher Gnosis. This is as clear a parallel to Philo’s Mystery as 
could be desired, at least to a part of it. 

Another aspect of the Mystery also appears in Aristobulus’ treatment of 
Sophia. The creation of the first day, he says, was the creation of Light, 
which means Sophia, 


since from her all light proceeds. And some members of the Peripatetic school 
nave said that Sophia is appointed (€yetv taEtw) to be the lantern; for by follow- 
ng her men can make themselves free from trouble (G4tagayou) throughout their 
ives. More clearly and beautifully did Solomon, one of our forefathers, say that 
sophia existed before heaven and earth, which agrees with what has been said 
vefore.”? 


“hat is, the famous statement of Proverbs viii, 22, 27, is definitely taken out 
rom its Jewish setting and equated with Sophia as the pagan Light-Stream, 
ae source of all light and the guide of the individual. One does not know 
ow much earlier than Aristobulus was the date of the first suggesting of this 
lentification. But Aristobulus shows that it was indeed a long tradition 
efore Wisdom and Philo. 

Still more of the Mystery does Aristobulus show. He quotes at consider- 
dle length an Orphic poem of great interest. He admits that he has made 
me changes in it. But fortunately we are in a position here to check him, 


71. Eusebius, Praep. Ev., XIII, xii, 12-15. 72. Ib., to f. 
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for the same verses are preserved in apparently their original pagan form as 
a quotation from the tract Testamenta of Orpheus.”* This work of Orpheus, 
says the author of the Pseudo-Justinian De Monarchia (ii), introduced three 


hundred and sixty gods; but 


he [Orpheus] appears to repent of his error in that he wrote the following:”4 


I speak to those who lawfully may hear: 
Depart and close the doors all ye profane. 
But thou, Musaeus, child of the bright moon,”® 
Lend me thine ear; for I have truths to tell. 
Let not the former fancies of thy mind 
Deprive thee of the blessed number ten.”¢ 
But look unto the Word Divine, and fix 

In Him your mind. The intelligible sphere 
Of your own heart set straight; tread well 
The Road; look only on creation’s Lord. 

One He is, the Self-Begotten: all 

Begotten things arise from One; He 

Towers up above creation. No mortal eye 
May pierce to Him, yet He Himself sees all. 
He from His goodness gives to mortals Evil, 
Sending both chilling wars and tearful griefs; 
And other than the great King there is none. 
Yet Him I cannot see, for clouds forever 
Gird Him round about; and mortal eyes 
Have only mortal eyeballs, weak, too weak 
To see great Jupiter reigning over all. 

He sits established in the brazen heavens, 


73. The material has been excellently analyzed by Lucien Cerfaux, “Influence des Mystéres 
sur le Judaisme Alexandrin avant Philon,” Muséon, XXXVII (1924), pp. 36-48 (cited hereafter 
in this chapter only as Cerfaux) where earlier literature is discussed. Cerfaux calls this “Le 
Hiéros Logos Juif,” but that seems too sweeping. In the Jewish Mystery the tegdg Adyog was 
always the Scriptures. Cerfaux’s article has merely touched the whole problem, not probed 
it. His treatment of Philo shows no sense of the material that could be marshalled, and his 
conclusion is accordingly of little value. But he has incidentally suggested many interesting 
points, which I am glad to be able to use. 

74. The author of the Pseudo-Justinian Cohortatio ad Gentiles, xv, introduces the same lines 
by saying: “Orpheus, who was as one might say, your most elaborate polytheist (noAvbedtyt0¢ 
tbpyadv), and the first teacher, latterly proclaimed to his son Musaeus, and the other legitimate 
auditors (oi Aowtol yviovoL) concerning the one and only God.” The first distich, missing in 
the De Monarchia, appears in the Cohortatio. A few of the lines are quoted by Clemens Alex., 
Stromata, V, xiv, 123. 

75. I have inserted here two introductory lines from Cohort. ad Gent., xv. 

476. To translate midn aidv “blessed number 10” seems a bit strained until one looks at 
Iamblichus, Theologumena Arith., 59, where it is stated that the Pythagoreans called the aiav 
the 10, as a symbol of cosmic perfection. In the same passage the idea occurs that God 
xeguyévyntat the cosmos. The figures throughout seem to me Pythagorean. The phrase really 
means that one’s preconceptions must not hold one back from perfection. 
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Upon His golden throne; He plants His feet 

On the broad earth, and stretches His right hand 
To all the ends of ocean, and around 

Tremble the mountain ranges and the streams, 


The depths, too, of the blue and hoary sea.”” 


This fragment is in itself a very interesting Orphic piece, one that seems to 
me genuinely pagan. It is the sort of paganism, however, that one can recog- 
nize as what must have been at the bottom of Mystic Judaism. God is the 
great Ruler of all, utterly beyond creation in His being, but permeating all 
creation with His powerful rulership. He is invisible to mortals. Yet a Road 
leads to Him, the Road of the Divine Logos, or of the kdopoc vontéc. The 
reward is the perfection of the “dear aeon” possibly, as I have dared to trans- 
late it, the number ten, or seven. 

Now it must be recalled that Aristobulus, in quoting these verses, admits 
that he has made some changes in them. He actually says that he has taken 
out from them “the name of Zeus which runs through the poems; for it is 
to God that their thought is sent up, and for that reason I have so expressed 
it.” Aristobulus has certainly cut out the name of Zeus! He has completely 
altered the fragment into a call to the Mystery of Moses. The lines must be 
quoted in his new redaction, with the new matter italicized for convenience: 


I speak to those who lawfully may hear: 
Depart, and close the doors, all ye profane, 
Who fice the ordinances of the just, 

The law divine announced to all mankind. 
But thou, Musaeus, child of the bright moon, 
Lend me thine ear; for I have truths to tell. 
Let not the former fancies of thy mind 
Deprive thee of the blessed number ten. 
But look unto the Word Divine, and fix 

In Him your mind. Direct your heart 

To the intelligible sphere, tread well 

The Road; and have regard to Him alone 
Who ts the immortal Framer of the World: 
For thus of Him our ancient story speaks: 
One He is, the Perfect in Himself, 

All else by Him made perfect. Though He 
Is ever present in His works, He yet 
Remains by mortal eyes unseen, by Nous 
Alone discerned. He from his store of good 
Ne’er™ sends dire evil down to mortal men. 


77. Many of these lines are taken from the translations of Dods and Reith, and of Gifford. 
78. That God can be the cause of evil was, as we have seen, frequently denied by Philo. 
is interesting to see how Aristobulus has corrected’ this passage to make it accord with 
allenistic Jewish thought by inserting the negative. 
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Both love and hatred wait upon His steps 

And war and pestilence and tearful grief: 

For there is none but Him. All other things 
*Twere easy to behold, could’st thou but first 
Behold Himself; here present upon earth, 

The footsteps and the mighty hand of God 
Whene'er I see, I'll show them thee, my Son. 

But Him I cannot see, so dense a cloud 

In tenfold darkness wraps our feeble sight. 

Him as He rules no mortal could behold | 

Save one, a Chaldee sprout unique from heaven: 
For he was skilled to mark the sun’s bright path, 
And how in equal circle round the earth 

The starry sphere on its own axis turns, 

And how the winds career o’er sea and sky; 

And how the might of force-born fire shines forth. 
But God, in contrast, on high®® heaven unmoved 
Sits on His golden throne, and plants His feet 
On the broad earth; His right hand He extends 
O’er ocean’s farthest bound; the eternal hills 
Tremble in their deep heart, nor can endure 

Fits mighty force. Himself a heavenly being 

In all respects, He perfects earthly things, 

And is Himself beginning, mean, and end. 

So runs the story of the men of old, 

So tells that man from Water born, 

Taught by the two-fold tablet of God’s Law, 

Nor dare I otherwise of God to speak: 

In heart and limbs I tremble at the thought, 

How He from heaven all things in order rules. 
Draw near in thought, my son; but guard thy tongue 
With care, and store this doctrine in thy heart.*+ 


A number of points at once become clear from this fragment. Orpheus is 
regarded as having drawn his mystery entirely from Moses, and as having 
dared, at the end, to teach nothing contrary to what Moses has learned from 
God and transmitted in the Torah. The Orphic ideology has been slightly 
toned down, but ever so slightly, and the teaching it embodied is ascribed 
to Moses. Abraham, as the one who saw God ruling, is again strikingly 
reminiscent of Philo’s treatment of Abraham. The Patriarchs, the “Men of 
Old,” with Moses at the head, are the sole revealers of the mystic doctrine of 

79. El LN MOVVOYEVI)S tls GTOQQHE MvAov dvwt_ev Xaddaiwv. The meaning of povvoye- 
vns has already been discussed. Here its sense of “unique” is obvious, since Abraham was not 
“only begotten” in any way. ~Avatev is more general than I have translated it. 


80. It is notable that Aristobulus has taken out the bronze heaven. 
81. Praep. Ev., XIII, xii, 5. 
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the Logos-Road to God. The Mystic element is not toned down; rather the 
presentation of the account as a secret to be revealed only to Musaeus and 
those worthy to be associated with him is intensified by the closing lines, 
lacking in the original. 

Aristobulus has taught us a good many surprising things. Two hundred 
years before Philo, if we may accept with Schiirer the traditional date, Jews 
had begun to transform their Jewish doctrine of Wisdom into the mystic 
doctrine of Sophia as the Light-Stream. They had turned to philosophy, 
especially to Plato and Pythagorean numerology, and justified themselves in 
retaining their Jewish loyalty by insisting that an allegorical reading of the 
scriptures showed that Moses was the true source of all Greek philosophic 
lore. They had also turned to the mysteries and regarded salvation as escape 
from the lower tendencies of the soul in a higher Gnosis through Logos. 
Since they could not join the mysteries of paganism they were making a 
counterattack by claiming that Orpheus himself admitted that he could 
teach only as Moses had revealed the truth to him, that the Orphic poems 
were full of adulation of the Jewish Patriarchs, and even, by implication, 
that the true Judaism was the Mystic Road of the Logos to God. That is, all 
the essential features of the Mystery as Philo reveals it are to be found in 
Aristobulus. But obviously we are on an earlier stage. Philo can and does 
insist that the philosophers learned from Moses. But by his day there is little 
reference to the mysteries. Jews have so long regarded themselves as having 
the true Mystery that the crude paralleling of Moses and Orpheus is no 
longer necessary. Jews could, in Philo’s day, simply assert that they had the 
true Mystery, and explain it as revealed in the Torah. They did not care 
what Orpheus or Isis taught because they had got beyond the early stages of 
assimilation, though they still were thinking along the same mystic lines as 
the pagan mysteries. In the early stage, when Judaism was consciously bor- 
rowing pagan notions, its technique could not be so assured. Even at this 
stage Aristobulus shows the same difficulty as Philo, in that his version of 
Judaism is not favored by those people “devoid of power and intelligence,” 
who cling to literal Judaism.” 

Additional light is thrown upon the Mystery at the early syncretistic stage 
by the Sibylline Books. The point of view of these books is fundamentally 
that of normative Judaism. The Jewish objective may be described in Greek 
terms as “practicing justice and virtue,”** but that means in reality “fulfilling 
the command of the mighty God.’** The Jew’s trust is in the holy laws of 
the mighty God,** and his happy anticipation is of a time when good law 
shall come to men from the starry heavens, and lawlessness be done away.*° 


82. Praep. Ev., VII, x, 5. 83. Szb., Ill, 234. 


84. Ib., 246. 85. Ib., 284. 
86. Ib., 373 ff. 
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So “let us all ponder the law of the Most High God.”*’ But it is to be noted 
that, granting that this book belongs basically to “normative” Judaism in its 
orientation about the Law, even here, a great many syncretistic features ap- 
pear. The literary form, putting the highest message of Judaism into the 
mouth of a pagan Sibyl, is itself an acceptance by Jewish thinking of the 
Greek mythological figure. The rest of Greek mythology seems quite as 
much accepted, for most of the genealogy of the gods, in general after the 
model of Hesiod, is included in the story of the early part of world history.** 
More important is the description of God early in the book. 


Ye men who have the form of God, moulded in His likeness (év eixovt) why 
do you vainly wander and follow not the straight Road as ye bear always in mind’ 
the immortal Creator? God is One, the sole ruler, ineffable, dwelling in the 
ether, self-sprung, invisible Himself but seeing all things. No stone carver’s hand 
did make Him, nor does some model formed from gold or ivory by the varied 
skill of man represent Him. But He, Himself eternal, hath revealed Himself as 
One who is and was before, yea and shall be hereafter. For who being mortal 
can gaze on God with his eyes? Or who could bear to hear even the mere Name 
of the mighty heavenly God who rules the world? Who by His Logos created 
all things, the heaven and the sea, the tireless sun and the full moon, the twin- 
kling stars, mighty mother Tethys, springs and rivers, unquenchable fire, days and 
nights. He is the God who fashioned the tetragram Adam, the first man fash- 
ioned, who completes in his name east and west, south and north. He too fash- 
ioned the form of mortal men and made the beasts and things that creep and fly.® 


The Sibyl turns to denounce Egyptians for their abhorrent worship of 
snakes and cats. 

A most interesting section. Behind it lies scriptural allegory of the Philonic 
type, as shown in the acrostic of the four letters of Adam’s name.*® The 
Jewish reverence for the Name is stressed. Yet creation is by the Logos, the 
Road consists of bearing in mind the immortal Creator, who is described in 
purely Greek terms. Indeed the terms are not only Greek, but to a consider- 
able extent definitely Orphic. One is struck by the similarity to the original 
Orphic form of the poem which Aristobulus adapted. 

“Tread well the Road; look only on creation’s Lord,” says that poem; 
“Why do ye vainly wander and follow not the straight Road, as ye have 
always in mind the immortal Creator?” asks the Sibyl. Each then goes on to 
describe that God. He is One (eic éot’, Orphic; cic Oe0¢ eot povaexoc, 

87. Ib., 719; see also ll. 686, 573 ff. 88. Ib., 105-158. 

89. Ib., 8-28. 

90. The acrostic reappears in II Enoch, xxx, 13, as Geffcken points out ad loc. (Sibyl). It is 
obviously of Greek-Jewish origin, for the four names are rearranged in the Sibyl passage 
metrica causa. The notion was derived from the fact that the first four letters of a&vtoAtn, 


Sdois, Goxtos, and weonuein, spell Adam. See the note ad loc. (II Enoch) by Forbes and 
Charles, in Charles, Apoc. and Pseud. 
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Sibyl). He is “Self-sprung” (autoyevyc, Orphic; atopune, Sibyl). “Invisi- 
ble Himself, He sees all things” (oUSé tic altov elcopaa Ovynt&v, attoc dé 
Ye mavtac opatat, Orphic; adpatoc dpwpevoc altéc anavta, Sibyl). The 
Sibyl, after the Jewish reference to idols, adds the declaration of the eternity 
of God, then goes on to ask “For who, being mortal, can gaze on God with 
his eyes?” (tic yap Ovntoc éwv Katideiv Suvatat Geov dccoic): the Orphic 
poem asserts “all mortals have mortal eyeballs in their eyes, too weak to see 
God ruling over all (m&ow yap Ovntoic Ovntai Kopat eloiv év dccoic, aobe- 
véec 0’ ideiv Aia Tov mavtwv pedeovta). The last phrase, the notion of God 
ruling over all, is brought in by the Sibyl immediately in connection with 
the Jewish statement of the impossibility of one’s bearing to hear the Name 
“of the great heavenly God who rules the world” (ovpaviou peyadoio Seot 
KOOHOV KpateovToc). If the Sibyl goes on to speak of creation by the Logos, 
the Orphic poem has bid its initiates look unto the Adyoc Beioc. 

There can be no question at all that the Sibylline forger, if he did not have 
this very Orphic poem before him, was following a definite Orphic conven- 
tion of description of God.” He like Aristobulus is making Jewish changes 
and insertions. But the passage belongs to that type of Judaism represented 
by Aristobulus, a Judaism which was drawing heavily upon Orphic sources 
for its basic conceptions, and was patently revising Orphic texts to make 
Jewish mystic utterances. For both Aristobulus and the Sibyl the true Road 
was the looking to a superficially Judaized version of the God of the Orphic 
mystery. 

Before leaving the Third Book, it should be pointed out that here is met 
the device, after such assertions about God, of going on to list the details 
of creation as a part of describing Him. With this device we shall have 
frequent meeting. That it is an Orphic form of prayer or hymn is clearly 
attested.°” 

The Third Book of the Sibylline Oracles, if it can be taken as a unit, 
shows how, even with Jews still centering their lives in the Law, God had 
Himself become a Mystic conception. If the book is a compilation, the same 


g1. God as &béoqatog is also Orphic. See Kern, Orphic. Frag., frg. 248b. God as “dwelling 
in the ether” (aidégu valwv) is to be paralleled with the fact that the Orphics thought that 
the ether surrounded the universe (Kern, fr. 165). In the Orphic poem recorded by Eusebius 
(Praep. Ev., Ill, ix) from Porphyry, where Orphic notions are put into accord with Stoic pan- 
theism, the ether is God’s mind (vot¢) with which He hears and ponders all things (Kern, fr. 
168). Ether “crowns” God in fr. 248b. Pavys, the Orphic Light-Stream, is so called, says the 
Etymolog. Mag. (Kern, fr. 75), “because he first became visible in ether” (me@tos év aidéau 
@évtoc éyéveto). A fuller statement appears in the following (fr. 86): “No one has ever 
seen the First Born (me@wtdyovoc) with his eyes, except sacred Night alone. All the others 
marvelled at seeing the unhoped for beam (qéyyosg) in the ether which streamed from the 
frame of immortal Phanes.” The xewtdyovoc is himself aifegdxAayxtos, roaming in ether 
(fr. 87). 

92. Kern, Frag. 248. 
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is true of the Judaism of the compiler, while the Judaism of each part is 
sufficiently attested. 

The Fourth Book is exclusively a list of the woes that have come upon 
past civilizations, and a warning to men to cease their strife and recognize 
God. Neither legalistic nor mystic elements appear to identify the work with 
either main branch of Judaistic thought in the Diaspora. Yet the fact that the 
Sibylline form of utterance is used suggests that it belongs to the syncretistic 
school, and the complete rejection of sacrifices and temples marks its Judaism 
as dubiously normative.?” 

The Fifth Book is regarded by editors as predominantly of the Second 
Century after Christ, and contains some Christian traces. For our purpose 
the only verses of interest are those which connect the Sibyl with Isis. In 
line 53 the Sibyl is "IciSo¢  yvworty. Text and meaning are both uncertain. 
Granting the text, it is questionable whether yvwoty should be understood 
as simply “the familiar friend,” as Lanchester takes it, or “the one initiated 
into the gnosis.” In either case the Sibyl is closely allied with Isis. But at the 
close of the book (lines 484-503) the end of Isis and Sarapis is mentioned, 
with dignity and sorrow, as the inevitable concomitant of the triumph of 
the religion of the immortal God. A man clad in linen is to lead the Egyp- 
tians to the true worship in the new temple in Heliopolis. As the converts 
hymn the incorruptible God, 625¢ dp6itoc, and give Him sacrifices there, 
they are to receive incorruptible life (apOito¢ <epu>Piotevetv). Judaism, led 
by the man in “linen garment,” is to supplant Isis as the future religion of 
Egypt. 

Besides these three books, there are two important Sibylline Fragments 
that seem certainly Jewish, and which are very interesting. The first frag- 
ment is worth quoting entire:°° 


Ye mortal men and fleshly, who are naught, 

How quickly are ye puffed up, seeing not 

The end of life. Do ye not tremble now 

And fear God, Him who watches over you, 

The One who is most high, the One who knows, 
The all-observant witness of all things 
All-nourishing Creator, who has put 

In all things His sweet Spirit and has made 

Him leader of all mortals? God is one; 

Who rules alone, supremely great, unborn, 


Almighty and invisible, Himself 


g2a. Szb., IV, 8, 24 ff. Noted by M. Friedlander, Judentum im vorchrist. griech. Welt (1897), 
p. 58. 

93. Quoted in Terry’s translation: M. S. Terry, The Sibylline Oracles, New York, 1899, pp. 
257 ff. 
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Alone beholding all things, but not seen 

Is he himself by any mortal flesh. 

For what flesh is there able to behold 

With eyes the heavenly and true God divine, 
Who has His habitation in the sky? 

Not even before the bright rays of the sun 

Can men stand still, men who are mortal born, 
Existing but as veins and flesh on bones. 

Him who alone is ruler of the world, 

Who alone is forever and has been 

From everlasting, reverence ye him, 

The self-existent unbegotten one 

Who rules all things through all time, dealing out 
Unto all mortals in a common light 

The judgment. And the merited reward 

Of evil counseling shall ye receive. 

For ceasing the true and eternal God 

To glorify, and holy hecatombs 

To offer Him, ye made your sacrifice 

Unto the demons that in Hades dwell. 

And ye in self-conceit and madness walk, 

And having left the true, straightforward path 
Ye went away and roamed about through thorns 
And thistles. O ye foolish mortals, cease 

Roving in darkness and black night obscure, 

And leave the darkness of night, and lay hoid 
Upon the Light. Lo, he is clear to all 

And cannot err; come, do not always chase 
Darkness and gloom. Lo, the sweet-looking light 
Of the sun shines with a surpassing glow. 

Now, treasuring Wisdom in your hearts, know ye 
That God is one, who sends forth rains and winds, 
And mournful cares, and storms of snow, and ice. 
But why do I thus speak them one by one? 

He guides heaven, rules earth, Himself exists. 


Again we are in the Orphic atmosphere of the Third Book, and it is con- 
spicuous that, unless we have documents mutually dependent, the ideas are 
definitely conventionalized. Instead of beginning with a denunciation of 
men for not having followed the Road by gazing upon God, this fragment 
opens with a similar denunciation because men have not kept their eyes on 
the Biou tédoc, the end of life. The author probably has the Road in mind 
for it appears further on. This denunciation is followed as in the Third 
Book and the Orphic original of Aristobulus, by a description of the nature 


of God. He is again Creator, one who knows and cares for all things; He is 
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One, is here ayévytoc instead of atopunc or avtoyevye, though altoyevnc 
also appears below; He “alone rules,” and is the mavtoxpatwp, while in the 
Orphic poem Zeus is 6 mavtwv pedewv. The familiar ddpatoc opwpevoc 
auTo<¢ G@mavta reappears, again elaborated with reference to the weakness of 
human eyes of flesh. On this an interesting variant appears in the form of the 
question, how could human eyes see God when they cannot even gaze upon 
the sun? The implication that God is a light brighter than the sun is war- 
ranted by what follows. Men are given their trial in common light (év 9al 
kotvG). Instead of meeting this test, and giving sacrifices and honors to God, 
the people have strayed to the worship of chthonic demons, which would 
seem probably a reference to Isis, though perhaps to the Orphic Persephone 
or Demeter. Such wandering was to leave the right Road (690 teifoc 
ev0eia), to rove in darkness. The darkness one must leave and instead seize 
the Light. The Right Straight Road is thus the Road of the Light. God Him- 
self (as Light) is clear (capyc) to all; the sweet light of the Sun (which is 
certainly here God, not the sun already mentioned as similar to but beneath 
God) shines out in a way that surpasses everything (E&oxa). From God 
Himself the poem goes on to mention His manifestations, as before were 
mentioned His creatures, the rain and wind and the rest. 

New in emphasis is the fac: that the Road is the Light of God in contrast 
to the common light of the sun, a darkness. But the Orphic Phanes,”* dis- 
cussed above, shows that the idea is still purely Orphic, while the whole plan 
of the poetic fragment is in general only a metrical variant of the Orphic 
original of Aristobulus. With this are two other new elements, the “sweet 
spirit” and “Sophia.” “God has put his sweet mveUya in all things and made 
it the leader of all mortals.” One’s instant reaction is to suggest “Stoic influ- 
ence,” and perhaps that explanation is the true one. But it has no certainty. 
The Stoics did not invent the word mvetya, and I do not recall a case where 
the one God of all is said by Stoics to have put his Spirit into all things. God 
is Himself the Spirit in Stoicism. Further the mystic suggestion of the Spirit 
as the Guide of mortals is not Stoic. The mvetua seems here a variant of the 
Ophic Mave, as that identification, we know, was made by the Orphics. 
Orpheus calls the divine spirit Phanes.®* One also recalls the Orphic couplet: 
“Men complete all things through the mighty help of the immortal God, 
through the wise impulse of the Spirit.”°° 

In spite of the fact that copoc appears here, cogia seems in the Sibyl the 
Hellenistic Jewish copia. As we treasure Sophia in our hearts we may know. 

The second Sibylline fragment of importance for us is the third fragment 


94. See above, note gI. 

95. tetov xvetuo, Sv Pavynta "Ogmeds xaAei: Clem. Rom., Homil., VI, 5: Kern, fr. 56 
(p. 134). 

96. Didym. Alexandri., De Trinitate, Il, 27: Kern, fr. 340. The date is indeterminable. 
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in Geffcken’s edition. It is not sufficiently important to be quoted entire. In 
general it begins like the others with a description of God as the One, the 
All Ruler, and the Creator of the most elaborately listed parts of the universe. 
Again He dwells in the ether. He rewards the good and punishes the bad. 
Hence one must not deify cats and brute beasts (kvwSada), or moth eaten, 
spider-webbed idols, serpents, or any such like objects. While these “gods” 
pour out only poison upon their worshippers, God is in contrast Life (Cwm), 
and He pours out eternal Light incorruptible, and joy sweeter than honey 
upon men. So men must follow the Road (tpiBoc) and forsake idolatry with 
its dire end, for those who fear God inherit eternal Life, dwell ever in Para- 
dise feasting on sweet bread from the starry heaven. 

Again, that is, we have an exhortation, after Jewish-Orphic lines, to for- 
sake idolatry and choose the true Road that leads to the One God of the 
Streaming Light. For the end of the Road is Paradise. 

The Road itself appears to be Orphic. True the doctrine of the two Roads 
is traced in Judaism back to Jeremiah (xxi, 8) and Deuteronomy (xxx, 15). 
The doctrine of the two ways as being the choice between light and dark- 
ness, however, appeared in II Enoch, xxx, 15," immediately in connection 
with the acrostic of Adam’s name already mentioned as belonging to the 
group of ideas we are considering as Orphic-Judaism. The Road, we have 
seen, is also given important emphasis in the Orphic original of Aristobulus. 
The idea was probably originally Orphic. The very early golden plates of 
Orphism made it important that one “journey on the right.”** In Orphism 
this seems to have represented the journey of the soul which belongs origi- 
nally to the yévoc dABtov, the blessed race, and is struggling to return to its 
former state. So it tries to get away from the wheel and come through to 
the mystic goal.’ In other tablets what seems to be the same experience is a 
matter of avoiding coming to the well on the left and reaching instead the 
well of Memory on the right.*°° This well is a flowing source to quench 


97. See the note by Forbes and Charles ad loc. in Charles’ Apoc. and Pseud. 

98. Xaie<e>d, yates, SeEvav ddoin0e<@v>: Kern, fr. 32, f, 5. 

99. Kern, fr. 32 ¢c, d. 

100. The significance of this “Well of Memory” may be that the person is at last given full 
recollection of his former state, and is thus restored to the personality he was. It is notable 
that in Philo, Plant., 129, Memory is sharply personified as the inspiration of man’s powers 
of praising God. One recalls the Platonic “Recollection” of the Phaedo. Only as one retains his 
pristine knowledge of ta& vonta& can he adequately praise God. The whole conception of 
“memory” as a means of mystic achievement might well have come to Plato from Orphism. It 
will be recalled that in the Myth of Er, after the souls have chosen their lots and the Fates 
have sealed them in those lots, the souls drink of the waters of Indifference in the plain of 
Forgetfulness, and those who drink forget all things (Rep., 621a). Then they are ready for 
reincarnation. The “Well on the Left” of the Orphic Tablets would most naturally be Forget- 
fulness in contrast to Memory, the “Well on the Right.” The soul trying to get back to heaven 
would try to drink from “Memory,” in contrast to the drink of Forgetfulness that preceded 
incarnation. Plato’s whole doctrine of “Reminiscence,” and the notion of memory as the help 
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spiritual thirst, and is suggestive of the imagery of Philo, where the Road 
and the Stream seem interchangeable figures for spiritual ascent, as well as 
the imagery of this last Sibylline Fragment, where God is the Stream of 
Light which men approach by the Road. 

_ Another great source of knowledge about pre-Philonic Hellenistic Judaism 
is the group of fragments taken by Eusebius from Alexander Polyhistor, of 
the early First Century 3.c. Alexander, among a great number of books on the 
geography and history of various countries, wrote one book about the Jews. 
He drew for his material largely from Greek-Jewish writers, though some- 
what from Greek opponents of the Jews, and indeed his text as quoted by 
Eusebius is largely a series of such quotations. The material he quotes was 
obviously regarded by Eusebius as at least of second-century origin. I still 
agree with Schiirer in seeing no good reason for doubting the tradition. The 
sources of Alexander show the same discrepancies as those already described. 
Demetrius, of the time of Ptolemy IV (222-205 3.c.) wrote a “literalist” 
chronology;*°* Eupolemus wrote in the middle of the Second Century a 
more embellished account, but apparently still “literalist” in its point of 
view.*°? 

Cleodemus or Malchus, another writer quoted by Alexander, seems pos- 
sibly to suggest a mystic tendency, but nothing definite can be said of him. 
For from him, of whom we know only that he antedated Alexander, only a 
single brief fragment remains.’ In it he relates that the sons of Abraham 
by Keturah helped Hercules in his fight against Libya and Antaeus, and that 
Hercules married the daughter of one of these sons, and by her had a son 
Sophron, the ancestor of the Sophacians. The content of Cleodemus’ volume 
can hardly be judged by this fragment, but at least we can see that he was 
writing as one who saw a definite relation between Greek and Jewish 
stories.*°* 

Other sources quoted by Alexander, however, seem directly in the line 
of the Mystery. Ezekiel, of whose date we know only that he antedates Alex- 
ander Polyhistor, was what Clement calls “the poet of Jewish tragedies.” 
How many tragedies he wrote we do not know, for all of the quotations in 
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the Alexander fragments are from a single play, The Exodus. In the frag- 
ments we have a portrait of Moses that strikingly supports the mystic Moses. 
He had, says Ezekiel, a royal education: 


The princess then through all my boyhood years, 
As I had been a son of her own womb, 
In royal state and learning nurtured me.?” 


When Moses was in exile in Midian he had, according to Ezekiel, a marvel- 
ous vision. He seemed to see on Sinai a great throne reaching to heaven upon 
which was a man of noble countenance wearing a diadem and holding a sceptre 
in his left hand. The throne, except that it is now placed on Sinai, is exactly 
the divine throne we have met in the Orphic fragment. We have not left 
the Orphic atmosphere at all, though Moses is being assimilated into the 
conception as not even Aristobulus had done. For, according to Ezekiel, God, 
the great king, with His right hand, beckoned Moses to come and take His 
place on the throne, to make which possible the great King Himself de- 
scended. Indeed the King even gave Moses His diadem and sceptre. From 
this seat the entire cosmos was opened to Moses’ view, the circle of earth, 
the regions under the earth, and the heavens above. The stars come in a 
great host to do obeisance at his knees. As he counted them he awoke.*°” 

Here is unmistakably the divine kingship of Moses set forth, a kingship 
not only over men but over the entire cosmos. He is in the place of God! 
His father-in-law interprets the dream for him, explaining that it means he 
is to be a great king, the judge and guide of mortals, with vision of the past, 
present, and future.*°* Ezekiel has indeed shown us a mystic origin for 
Philo’s kingship of Moses. The conception of God has come directly from 
Orphic sources,“ and the idea is, as Cerfaux has pointed out, the astral 
mystery of Egypt. Moses’ nature is taken up to associate itself with the 
nature of the stars. One recalls Philo’s description of the ascent of Moses, in 
which Moses’ supreme moment was when he was united with the heavenly 
beings and bodies in the great hymn of the cosmos to God."*° It is quite to 
be expected that the symbolic representation of Moses with the heavenly 
bodies should reappear in the iconography. 

In the incident of the bush, as described by Ezekiel, God explains to 
Moses that as a mortal he cannot see His face, but must only listen to the 
words. The fire in the bush is the Divine Logos shining out upon him: 


6 8 &k Batou coi beioc éxAaurtet Adyoo.™ 
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The rest of the poem as Eusebius has preserved it is only a free treatment of 
the details in Exodus. But here we have it unmistakably that Moses was the 
great king who ruled as from the throne of God, and that at the burning 
bush he met the Divine Logos. These are striking details to find in a work 
that is traditionally dated in the Second Century before Christ. It seems also 
important that Jews were so hellenized by that date that they were using 
Greek dramatic forms, if not, as is probable, dramatic presentation, to set 
forth their traditions. Cerfaux*” has paralleled the drama of Ezekiel with the 
mystery drama of Adonis written by Philopator. He thinks, and not without 
reason, that we may reasonably suppose that the tragedies of Ezekiel were 
actually performed, like those of Philopator, in connection with the Jewish 
Mystery. | 

Artapanus, likewise of the Second Century B.c., tells us still more of the 
Orphic elaboration of Moses and brings in for the first time specifically Egyp- 
tian motifs. He tells us that Moses was called by the Greeks Musaeus. He 
was the teacher of Orpheus, and when he had grown up he taught men 
many things. 


For he invented ships, and machines for laying stones, and Egyptian arms, and 
contrivances for irrigation and for war; and he invented philosophy.*** 


The account goes on to describe how he divided Egypt into nomes, and 
established a god for each nome, with its proper priests, who were also given 
their special districts. He it was who invented the priestly writing. All this, 
it is explained, was to make the king of Egypt for the first time secure in his 
rulership. Moses’ measures were so popular that he was beloved by the 
people, while his teaching the priests the hieroglyphics led them to name him 
Hermes, that is the Egyptian Tat-Hermes, and honor him as a god. Because 
of his popularity the Egyptians as a race adopted circumcision from him. 
Cerfaux has pointed out that in making Moses the giver of all inventions 
Artapanus has made him recognizably parallel to Isis, who did the same 
thing, and to Horus or Hermes.** Investigation has led me to add Osiris. 
For the parallels are indeed striking. If Moses was the inventor of ships, Isis 
was the inventor of sails,**° and the patroness of sailing and sailors."*° Osiris 
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Isis was also the Lawgiver.** Osiris established the worship of the other gods 
and prescribed the rites for each.” Isis and Osiris taught men the texva, 
gave them onda, and the instruments of agriculture.’”? Osiris taught men 
the common dialect and discovered writing for them.*** Cyril thought it a 
sign that Hermes’ activities were derived from those of Moses that he found 
it written in a Hermetic source that Hermes had provided Egypt with its 
ditches for irrigation, had given them laws (voyio1) and had named the 
regions of the country voyoi after these laws.’”? 

Cerfaux’* also suggests a parallel in the fact that when Moses returned 
from the burning bush, where he had learned the name of God, he wrote 
it on a tablet and sealed it up. Cerfaux has recalled a law of Ptolemy Phi- 
lopator requiring that the initiates into the mysteries of Dionysus must reg- 
ister the fact in the royal archives within a specified time by filing a sealed 
copy of the iepoc Aoyoc of the mystery with the initiate’s name. He suggests 
that the tablet of Moses was an imitation of this official tablet. The sugges- 
tion seems to me interesting but not quite warranted. For Moses does not 
file the tablet, he uses it only as a miraculous charm. 

Moses the great miracle worker is thus in the Second Century s.c. specifi- 
cally identified with Hermes, Musaeus, Orpheus, and given all the most 
recognizable and familiar functions of Isis and Osiris as well. Nothing more 
outright or blunt could have been composed to claim for the Jewish leader 
the prerogatives of paganism. Such a blanket identification meant to the 
reader that the writer was claiming for Moses that he was the mystic leader 
par-excellence, in whom all the virtues of the others were concentrated. The 
writer is so far from literal Judaism that he was willing to make Moses the 
founder of the cults of the other gods. Such a document can only be explica- 
ble to us as the expression of a crude early stage of syncretism, earlier, at 
least in spirit, than the adaptation by Aristobulus of the Orphic hymn. 

At least mention should be made of another witness to the Mystery. In the 
account of Moses given by Clement of Alexandria** the author is drawing 
almost exclusively upon Philo’s De Vita Mosis. But he is drawing upon other 
sources, for he quotes the poet Ezekiel and Artapanus. In addition he makes 
two references to “the Initiates” (ot uvotat) who had an account of Moses. 
From these we learn that Moses had three names: Joachim, given him by his 
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mother at circumcision; Moses, given him by Pharoah’s daughter; and 
Melchi, a name he had in heaven which was given him, apparently by God, 
after his ascension.’”* Again Clement tells us “the Initiates say that he slew 
the Egyptian by a word only.” One cannot conclude much from these 
references except that Clement knew a group of “Initiates” who had an 
elaborate spiritualization of the life of Moses, which made him a person 
with power to slay the Egyptian simply by his speech, and which included 
Moses’ ascension and probably some important development of his career 
and saving influence after he got to heaven under the name Melchi. The 
significance of Melchi is not explained, but it at least suggests the eternal 
priesthood of Melchizedek. We do not know that these “Initiates” were Jews, 
but such, in view of the other sources Clement is using for the chapter, and 
in view of the fact that Moses is the hero, is the obvious assumption. 

If it may be assumed that such representations of Moses were being com- 
monly and openly made by Jews in Alexandria, we have again light upon 
the character of those detractions of Judaism answered by Josephus. For the 
extreme perversions of the syncretistic account of the Patriarchs there is little 
explanation. But Chaeremon makes Moses and Joseph scribes (ypappateic) 
of the Egyptians, Joseph a sacred scribe (iepoypaupateuc). He gives them 
respectively the Egyptian names of Tisithen and Peteseph.**” Manetho makes 
of Moses a priest of Heliopolis, named Osarseph, who led out a group of 
lepers in revolt and gave them a set of laws which were consistently the 
reverse of everything Egyptian: so all the kinds of animals sacred to the 
Egyptians were commanded by Moses to be killed in sacrifice.’ The name 
Osarseph was taken from Osiris, Manetho explains.’”” Josephus adds that 
the fact is that the Egyptians think Moses a wonderful and divine person, 
and want in this way to claim him for themselves.**° Strabo*** gives the more 
natural picture that Moses was a priest of the Egyptians, but taught that the 
Egyptians were wrong in making animals gods. From the evidence before 
us it seems likely that the Egyptian attacks upon Moses did indeed contribute 
the detail of leprosy, but were actually counterattacks upon the Jewish at- 
tempts to claim all the best of Graeco-Egyptian culture for the Jews through 
precisely this identification of Moses with the gods of the Nile. 

The tradition connecting Moses with Heliopolis reappears in Apion’s at- 
tack.**” Heliopolis is striking in its persistence, for the name appears also in 
Artapanus in connection with Moses.*** It suggests precisely those solar 
aspects of Egyptian religion that went into the structure of the Jewish Mys- 
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tery. Certainly the pagans would not, and did not, originate such an identifi- 
cation, any more than they would have originated an identification of Moses 
with Osiris. It was perhaps not by chance that the Jewish temple of Onias 
was founded in Leontopolis in the nome of Heliopolis. 

One interesting detail that has made little impression on the main stream 
of the Mystery as it finally appears in Philo, but which is worth mention, is 
the repeated indication that Joseph was identified with Sarapis. This identi- 
fication is first met in the Christian Apology of Melito.*** In a list of the 
gods of the various nations, he says: “The Egyptians worshipped Joseph the 
Hebrew, who is called Sarapis, since he furnished them with grain in the 
years of famine.” The identification, appearing in a straightforward list of 
gods, seems not original with Melito, for he makes no other such identifica- 
tions. He apparently repeats it as an accepted fact. So it appears also in 
Tertullian,*> Firmicus Maternus,'®* Rufinus'®’ and Suidas.*** Some of the 
later writers are echoing Melito and Tertullian, but the Christian tradition 
indicates a Jewish original, and obviously an original of exactly the type of 
syncretistic and mystic Judaism we are studying. No further light can be 
thrown on the identification, and one must only guess at its origin and at the 
reason why no trace of it appears in the interpretations of Joseph by Philo. 
Perhaps it may be worth while to suggest that Sarapis was a deity of official 
manufacture by the early Ptolemies, one which as such would not be a part 
of the general religious thinking of the people as were Isis and Osiris in 
native Egyptian circles, or Musaeus and Orpheus among Greeks in Egypt. 
When Sarapis had become sufficiently important in current thinking to 
demand assimilation by Jews in Egypt Joseph may have been chosen as his 
Jewish type because Joseph had not been sufficiently esteemed to get an 
earlier identification, and because Joseph’s official position in Egypt made 
him the natural one.to choose for identification with the official cult. That is 
only a guess. But it is apparent that the Joseph-Sarapis identification gives 
us one more glimpse into the extraordinary Jewish syncretism that was of 
such long and important standing in Egypt. 

It seems that there is enough material not only to prove the existence of 
Mystic Judaism, but to make possible a hypothetical reconstruction of the 
history of the movement. 

Jews had always been sensitive to the religions of their neighbors. The 
whole history of Israel is a history of the struggle to make Jews into a people 
of an exclusive religion. The very pronouncements of the leaders in this 
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slow movement make it only too apparent that they were all along in a 
minority in their struggles to prevent the mass of Jews from accepting the 
gods of Canaan and Philistia alongside the religion of Yahveh. Their great- 
est king, Solomon, had been notorious for his “idolatry,” with none but the 
few purists to object. All the later reaction and development could not rob 
Solomon, because of his many cults, of his standing as the great founder of 
Jewish wisdom. It is clear from the legends of the captivity that the Jews 
who refused to follow the religious customs of their neighbors were very 
exceptional, while the mass of angelology and Babylonian mythology brought 
back by even the few loyalists who would return to rebuild Jerusalem indi- 
cates how much more extensive must have been the syncretism by Jews less 
devoted to their nation. The new legalism of Judaism after the return, and 
the new centering of Jewish worship in the Jerusalem temple was the great 
achievement of the Jewish priests for keeping Judaism exclusive in its cultus 
in Palestine. But the movement nearly collapsed when Jews even in Pales- 
tine were subjected to the rather remote Greek influence of the Seleucids in 
Antioch. If so remote a contact with Greek civilization thus affected the 
Judaism of Jerusalem, what was to be expected of Jews cut off from Jeru- 
salem altogether and living in remote Alexandria surrounded by Hellenistic 
civilization in its very highest representation? The Pharisees themselves ad- 
mitted that the Law could not be kept according to their standards outside 
Palestine itself.**? Unquestionably many Jews would try to do so, and the 
persistence of the literalist-legalistic tradition, of the sort represented by the 
Hellenistic books IJ and III Maccabees, and by Philo’s own address to ordi- 
nary Jews On Blessings and Curses, to name only a few works of this charac- 
ter, show that many Jews were sincerely trying to observe normative Juda- 
ism in the Greek world. In contrast some Jews seem to have left Judaism 
altogether for pagan cults. The last chapter of [JI Maccabees, Philo’s violence 
toward apostates,**° and the known career of Philo’s own nephew Alexander 
are evidence for the existence of such a seepage from Judaism. How many 
thus apostatized we cannot even guess. Their loss only tended to strengthen 
the sense of separation and cohesion in the Jews that remained. The middle 
course that was open was one of syncretism, the adoption of religious con- 
cepts and values from the pagans into Judaism itself so that the Jews could 
have both paganism and a Jewish sense of separation at the same time. In 
an atmosphere where Greek mythological, mystical, and philosophic ideas 
were being freshly identified with the Egyptian concepts, Judaism struck 
up its claim in the same way. The Jews seem at the beginning to have been 
following Greek leadership rather than Egyptian, for the earliest syncretism 
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of which we have any knowledge is with Orphism. Orphism, according to 
the one very important fragment adapted by Aristobulus, was teaching a 
monotheism headed by Zeus. He was apparently a solar deity, a source of 
radiation of light and life, and salvation consisted in leaving the material 
world to follow the true Road of Light that led to the welling source. From 
this the redeemed initiate finally drank. Judaism had itself been talking of 
the two roads, though in a different sense, and of the One God. Orpheus 
was thus easily identified with Moses, the great teacher of Judaism, just as 
Orpheus was the source of revelation of the true religion for his followers. 
Orphic literature was baldly rewritten to include references to Moses, and 
the Orphic form of hymns became a Jewish convention, which reappears 
repeatedly in the Sibylline books. Along with the Orphic syncretism there 
came into Judaism, as Aristobulus shows us, an eclectic Greek philosophy. 
The combination of Orphism with philosophy was probably not original 
with either Aristobulus or Judaism. The Pythagoreans and Plato show such 
large elements of Orphism that it is only natural that devotees of Orpheus 
should have borrowed many ideas from these schools at an early date. That 
they did so later is abundantly witnessed by such writers as Proclus. We 
can hardly read Proclus’ details back into Hellenistic Orphism, but there 
is no antecedent reason for doubting that the Orphics might early have 
borrowed congenial philosophic ideas; the fact that Aristobulus shows the 
two in such definite union makes it highly likely that he found them already 
thus mingled, and that in taking over the Orphism of the day the Jews took 
over a mystery religion already well oriented with philosophy. Particularly 
is the presence of the Geio¢ Aoyoc in the Orphic poem itself an indication of 
the early date of the philosophizing of the Orpheus mystery. 

At this early stage there was still much to be worked out. Jewish claims 
to superiority could have made little impression so long as the books of the 
Old Testament remained unassimilated and uninterpreted in terms of the 
new conception. Aristobulus was making a beginning. But Judaism must 
rise to a place where it had forgotten the origin of its own interpretation of 
itself, cease identifying Moses with Orpheus or Musaeus, before it could 
pose as the supreme religion with any conviction to itself or others. 

This process is largely lost to us. But the Jewish syncretism was so closely 
following Greek models that as the Greeks fused Orphism and the Isiac 
mysteries, Judaism at once followed by representing Moses as Osiris, and 
giving to him all the functions of Isis even to establishing the Egyptian cults 
for each nome of the country. He was also Hermes, a statement in Artapanus 
which Reitzenstein rightly regarded as of the greatest importance for show- 
ing the antiquity of the Hermetic development. 

Already, then, by the middle of the Second Century ac. there had long 
been in Egypt a movement to identify Judaism with the mystic schools about 
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it. Sophia appeared in the Sibylline books, but the date of these books and 
their constituent parts is too uncertain to identify a date for Sophia-as-a fink 
between Jewish and pagan thought. My own impression is that the passages 
from the Sibyl which we have discussed are probably from the early Second 
Century B.c., at least that that is the period of the conventionalization of 
their form. But later writers could so easily have tampered with details that 
the Sophia passage cannot be given any definite significance for the history 
of the movement. My impression is again that the Sophia passage is genu- 
inely early. The native Hebrew Chochma was a conception too obviously 
serviceable for syncretism to have long missed the attention of early har- 
monizers. Just when it came into prominent use we cannot say, but since it 
probably was originally introduced according to the syncretistic technique 
we must assume a long history of the term before the mature presentation 
of the Wisdom of Solomon, where conscious syncretism has disappeared, and 
Sophia has come directly to mean the Light-Stream to Jewish writers and 
readers. Wisdom also shows another important fact—the Hebrew hero, here 
Solomon, has become the @eioc avOpwmoc of paganism. He had had all the 
functions of the mystic saviors of the Gentiles, but he now has them of his 
own right, and not by virtue of identification with one of the pagan gods. 
This dropping of the identification, and emergence of the Hebrew hero 
himself as a Oeioc avOpwmoc, along with the forthright interpretation of 
Jewish texts as signifying mystic conceptions, is a long step from the primi- 
tive syncretism of perhaps two centuries earlier. But it was possible for Jews 
to write with the assurance of Wisdom and Philo only after such a long 
period, when the mystic and philosophic ideas of the Greek world could 
have become completely naturalized within Judaism for Jewish thinkers. 
Aristobulus was quite aware that he had got Zeus out from and Moses into 
the Orphic fragment only by changing the Greek verses. Philo and the 
author of Wisdom, writing with no sense of such syncretism, could think 
of Moses or Solomon as the mystic saviors without any sense that they were 
not speaking the idiom of Judaism. It will be recalled that Philo identified 
Jothar with the “Egyptian Proteus.”*** The identification was dubious in 
meaning, but is interesting as an atavistic survival from the early syncretistic 
stage, where such identifications were the whole basis of the interpretation 
of Judaism. 

Some such appears the general history of the movement. At some time 
Iranian notions must have come into the Egyptian world and in turn been 
assimilated, as we have seen Sarapis came to be included through identifica- 
tion with Joseph. The Iranian syncretism is lost; we only infer the incident 
from the fact that Philo’s “Powers” point so definitely in that direction. 
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Jews were still Jews. Their separation had been preserved through this 
process by their clinging to the Torah. But the Torah was no longer neces- 
sarily Law in the sense of the “literalists” who had always fought the mystic 
development. To some it was simply the tepo¢ oyoc of the Mystery. To 
others it was both a law to be practised and a Mystery. But to any who ac- 
cepted the mystic interpretation the Torah was primarily a guide, through 
the great Saviors, to the Light-Stream and its Source, true Salvation. Yet by 
their insistence upon the Jewish formulation they kept alive their Jewish 
loyalty, and their Jewish distinctiveness, though they were making every 
effort to bring as many Gentiles as possible to join with them on the great 
journey of the true Road. 

By this time, perhaps, Philo’s Mystery seems not an isolated phenomenon 
in Jewish tradition. Before going on to the liturgical evidence, which must 
be given a chapter by itself, there is one more document which seems to me 
to be an important witness to the existence of mystic Judaism in the sense 
in which that term has been used. In 1925 I published in the Harvard 
Theological Review a study of the Pseudo-Justinian Oratio ad Graecos.“? 
Except for Professor Harnack,*** who gave it an extended review, the study 
was apparently overlooked. I had criticized in that article the interpretation 
of the document given earlier by Professor Harnack, and he was on the 
whole inclined to stand his ground. But he admitted that while my hypothe- 
sis was “eine blosse Moglichkeit,” still it was definitely a “Moglichkeit.” Pro- 
fessor Harnack was hardly a man who could write several pages of criticism 
without being very instructive, and in view of what he said and of my own 
subsequent studies I would like definitely to modify my position, though not 
essentially to change it, and to bring out some new points. 

The thesis of the article was that the Oratio was not originally a Christian 
document at all, but the product of a Greek who had found satisfaction for 
his spiritual longings in a Philonic type of Judaism, and who was exhorting 
his people to do likewise. To this I originally added the suggestion that the 
document was one which Paul had definitely in mind when he wrote Gala- 
tians. This addition now seems to me to be untenable, as it seemed to Pro- 
fessor Harnack. The two passages where they have verbal similarities are of 
a nature to prove nothing. For one of them is a list of vices, which was 
fairly commonplace; the other, the exhortation “Become as I am, for I was 
as you are,” though it is identical in verbal form in the two documents, is a 
phrase which may well have been a standardized exhortation of popular 
preaching. There would then have to be no direct literary connection be- 
tween the two writings. But as to my main contention, that the Oratio was 
the product of a proselyte to Hellenistic Judaism, Harnack was not sure it 
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was wrong, and I still feel convinced that it was right. When the article was 
written I had not recognized the Mystery and its ramifications in Philo, and 
so missed a good deal of the implications of the Oratio. In spite of some 
duplication, it seems best to go over the ground again. 

The Oratio ad Graecos is to be found in the third volume of Otto’s Corpus 
Apologetarum Christianorum, and in Harnack’s “Die pseudo-justinische 
Rede an die Griechen.”*** It represents itself as a defence for turning from 
the religion of the Greeks to the religion of the Logos, and presents its case 
most vigorously. The document opens with the traditional denunciation of 
the immoralities of the Greek gods and heroes, a purely Greek polemic 
which was begun at least as far back as Xenophanes. To this subject the 
author adds nothing, but presents an excellent epitome of the usual argu- 
ments. He then discusses the current way of living among the Greeks, and 
says that he rejected it with loathing; he justifies his opinion with a half- 
dozen vivid statements about Greek practices. From commenting upon the 
Greek religion and morality he turns in contrast to describe with equal pithi- 
ness the high moral and spiritual character of his new faith, exhorting his 
former associates to find the same peace and exaltation which the change 
has meant to him. The writer has remarkable power of going to the heart 
of what he discusses. | 

The document depends entirely upon its own testimony for its date and 
classification. Only one Greek manuscript came down to us, that in the 
Codex Argentoratensis (burned in 1870), in which the Oratio received an 
impossible ascription to Justin Martyr, corresponding to a work of similar 
title ascribed to Justin by Eusebius.’*° There is, indeed, in the statements of 
the Oratio about the Logos, a close resemblance to some of Justin’s ideas; 
but that Justin was capable of saying so much to the point in so small a 
compass is inconceivable. With this evidence for authorship discredited, there 
is no further tradition whatever to help us in identifying or dating the 
document. 

So far as the first four chapters of the Oratio are concerned, in which the 
immoralities of the Greek gods and of the Greek manners*** are set forth, 
they might have been written by a Greek sceptic or rhetorician at any time 
after the Third Century s.c., and need not detain us. The last chapter, the 


144. Sitzungsberichte, Berlin Academy, 1896, pp. 634 ff. 

145. There is also a Syriac recension, a German translation of which is published by Harnack, 
op. cit. 

146. The Christians, to be sure, inveighed proverbially against pagan immorality; but so did 
Philo, as in Som., ii, 48 ff.; Spec., i, 176; iti, 8 ff., 37-45. Philo was too discriminating to in- 
clude all pagan life in these denunciations. But his sense of the contrast between the life of. 
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fifth, is the only one in which positive remarks are made about the writer’s 
own faith. It reads as follows: 


Henceforth, ye Greeks, come and partake of incomparable Sophia, and be in- 
structed by the divine Logos and learn the incorruptible King, and recognize His 
heroes who never slaughter with arms. For he, our captain, does not desire 
strength of bodies and beauty of forms, nor the haughtiness of high birth, but a 
pure soul fortified by holiness. And indeed the divine Logos has ceaseless care 
over us, and teaches us both the passwords of our King and divine acts. Oh thou 
soul which hast been permeated with the power of the Logos! Oh trumpet of 
peace in the soul torn by conflict! Oh city of refuge from terrible passiou! Oh 
teaching that quenches the fire within the soul! This instruction does not make 
us poets, it does not train us as philosophers, or as skilful orators, but when it has 
been learned, it makes mortals become immortals, human beings gods, and from 
earth leads to the realms beyond Olympus. Come ye, and be instructed. Become 
as I am now, for I was like you. These things captured me, the divine inspiration 
of the instruction, the power of the Logos. For as a skilful snake-charmer makes 
the terrible serpent creep out of its hole, and puts it to flight, so the Logos drives 
from the recesses of the soul the terrible sensual affections: first lust, through 
which every horror is born, enmities, strifes, envy, intriguing, anger, and such 
like. So when lust has gone forth the soul becomes serene and calm. And when 
the soul is relieved from the evils that flow about its neck, it returns to him who 
made it. For it must be restored whence it departed.147 


The first and most striking fact about this fine description of the power of 
the Logos to release the soul from the tyranny of the lower nature is that, 
like the rest of the document, it contains no hint of Christ, or any syllable 
that is distinctively Christian. And yet, so far as I have been able to ascertain, 
this obvious point has never been noticed. Found with Christian writings, 
its Christian character has gone unchallenged. 

At first sight the Logos-passage, and with it the Shale document, might 
well appear to be the product of any of the late Platonic or Eclectic mystics, 
for it fits in perfectly with the Logos idea of both Plutarch and Cornutus. 
But the general tenor of the Oratio is against this. The Philosophers never, 
to my knowledge, set off such an antithesis as is here made between the 
gods of Greece and the Logos. They rather sought to find the Logos in 
mythology by allegorizing the ancient myths. Even Plato, fiercely as he de- 
nounced the gods, and peremptorily as he banished Homer from his Re- 
public, preserved: in the Timaeus their purified replicas as intermediate 
deities. 

The presumption, then, from the sharp contrast of the gods and the Logos 
is that the document did not come from the pen of a pagan philosopher. 
But another school of thought, Hellenistic Judaism, did scornfully reject the 
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mythology of the Greeks for a pure devotion to the Logos. To the Jews the 
legends of the immoralities of the gods were of course particularly distaste- 
ful. They preached openly that such mythology must be rejected before a 
true knowledge of God was possible. So, for instance, Josephus reproaches 
the Greeks for ascribing “sodomitical practices to the gods themselves,” and 
representing that “the gods married their own sisters, contriving this apology 
for their own strange unnatural lusts.”**° In another passage Josephus refers 
to Plato’s expulsion of the poets from the Republic for their teachings about 
the gods.**° Such a denunciation of Greek gods is not found in Philo because 
of Philo’s repeatedly avowed policy of treating with respect anything called 
a god by his neighbors. He can point out the error of calling such beings 
gods, but he cannot revile them. A Greek proselyte would obviously not need 
to be so careful as a Jew, and could freely have used the invectives of Greek 
sceptics and rhetoricians. So the presence of the invective in such a document 
as I am taking this to be is entirely natural. 

More positive evidence for the nature of the Oratio is found in the Logos- 
passage itself. If the document is to have any point, this will prove to be an 
epitome of the new faith which the convert has found to be so superior to 
Greek religion. One turns for comparison to Athenagoras’ elegant plea for 
Christianity. Athenagoras speaks as philosophically as possible, and as much 
as he can from the Greek point of view in making his criticisms of the 
Greeks. But when he contrasts their position with Christianity, the chapter 
(X) gives what was to him the most essential part of Christianity, its doc- 
trine of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, which he prefaced with quotations 
from the prophets. One could not for a moment question the Christianity 
of the document, whatever the sources of much of his general argument. In 
the fifth chapter of the Orazio, similarly, the author must give us the funda- 
mental features of the religion he is preaching or the address to outsiders 
will leave them, to say the least, completely at sea as to what in the world 
has so excited him. The paragraph is certainly not an epitome of Christianity 
as we know it from any other document. Except for the vague phrases which, 
we have recognized, were also used by Paul, and the words Logos and 
Sophia, there is not a word that suggests Christianity. 

In contrast to its vagueness when viewed as a Christian document, the 
little section is as succinct a review of the essential features of Mystic Judaism” 
as could be made. 

The Greeks are exhorted to come and partake of the incomparable Sophia 
and be instructed by the divine Logos. This is precisely the paralleling of 
Sophia and Logos we have repeatedly met. “Learn the incorruptible king” 
(ualete Baoitlea abOaptov). If the reading wdOete must stand it is very 
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difficult: it would seem to mean that from the Logos or Sophia one can 
learn about God, the King; both the Logos as teacher of higher knowledge 
and God as King are obviously ideas familiar in.the Mystery. “And come 
to recognize His heroes who do not slaughter with weapons” (ovx drAoic 
. . . Govov épyalopevouc). The Logos, or the King, is to be recognized 
through his peaceful heroes, that is demigods. The conception corresponds 
exactly to the mystic Patriarchs of Philo, who would in the Mystery be 
mentioned after the Logos as the way to the Logos. These heroes, who in 
contrast to the rulers and heroes of Greek tradition did not get their power 
by destructive warfare, recall that peace-making aspect of the Patriarchs 
which Philo loved to bring out. Philo tells kings whose titles are based upon 
conquest, however wide their sway, to regard themselves as private citizens 
in contrast with the great kings, the Patriarchs, who have received God as 
their portion.**° Moses is particularly one who received his apxn Kai Bacieta 
not by arms (éma, etc.), but on account of his virtue.*** One is also strik- 
ingly reminded of the passage in Wisdom just discussed where Aaron as the 
Logos-Priest subdued the Death-Worker otx émAwv évepyeig.* 

“For he, our captain” is still the Logos. Philo is sparing about military 
figures for the Logos, though they are by no means absent. The Logos is 
the captain of the heavenly angels'*® and is recognizable as the xelp kal 
duvauic of God that fights with us as our ally (BonOoc).*** Of course, in 
comparison to God, the Logos is only Unapxoc, lieutenant.*** The captain’s 
function is to be the guide and leader. For this it will be recalled that Philo 
more frequently uses the figure of the charioteer and pilot, who guide all 
things, including men, to their safety.**° 

This captain desires not bodily strength or beauty, or aristocratic birth, 
says the Oratio, but a pure soul fortified by holiness. The rejection of a physi- 
cal qualification is natural enough in a Mystery which was primarily a run- 
ning away from the body. True Philo frequently emphasizes the beauty of 
the Patriarchs, as for example the beauty of the boy Moses.**’ But these are 
qualities that went with the setting up of the ideal vouoc Eu puxoc, in which, 
as Wisdom has it, a choice soul was joined to a beautiful body. The ordinary 
mystic ran away from the body. The rejection of aristocratic birth as a 
qualification recalls vividly Philo’s insistence that the nobility of descent 

150. Plant., 66-68. Cf. Praem., 87 where the peaceful character of the Jewish saints brings 
peace even between men and animals. 

151. Mos., i, 148. 

152. Wisd., xviii, 22. See above, p. 275. 
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from Abraham was in itself no qualification that put the Jew above a pious 
proselyte.°® True evyéveta was to Philo “a mind purified by the perfect 
purifications.”**? Philo would have agreed with this statement of the Oratio 
in word and implication. 

“The divine Logos,” says the Oratio, “has ceaseless care over us, and 
teaches us both the passwords of our King and divine acts” (ta tot Baoéwe 
yudv ouvOypata kal meagzetc Seiac). This is a very difficult statement be- 
cause of the variety of its possible meanings. Xuv@nyata may mean collec- 
tively “covenants,” like ouvOfjKka1, and so the meaning here be that the Logos 
teaches the Covenant of our King, the Jewish Covenant, along with npageic 
Oeiac, divine actions, or the precepts of the Law. Or it may, as I think it 
does, have the mystical meaning I gave it in the first translation, and refer 
to passwords and “divine acts” in the sense of cultus. In either case the state- 
ment harmonizes perfectly with mystic Judaism. For if ouvOnyata be read 
as “Covenant” it is still notably not to be learned from a scroll or code, but is 
the sort of covenant that must be learned directly from the Logos. 

So the mystic’s soul has become permeated with the Suvayic of the Logos, 
or filled with the Light-Stream. 

The author of the Oratio now calls to mind several details of his new reli- 
gion that are of significancz. First he exclaims: “Oh trumpet of peace in 
the soul torn by conflict!” One has only to turn to Philo again to see that he 
is referring to the Hellenistic Jewish interpretation of the “feast of the trum- 


pet.” Philo says, after pointing out that the trumpet is ordinarily a symbol 
of conflict: 


Wherefore, as a name of significance, the Law has called this the feast of the 
“Trumpet” an instrument of war, as token of thanksgiving to God who is the 
maker and guard of peace, etc.*® 


As a second detail he exclaims, “Oh city of refuge from the terrible pas- 
sions!” One is struck, most forcibly of all the details, with the appearance of 
the guyaseutypiov as a term for the Logos in his capacity of being a city of 
refuge from the passions. The conception is so greatly elaborated by Philo,*® 
and is connected so directly with the very heart of the Mystery that it would 
be sufficient in itself to establish a connection. It need hardly be said that 
the word is to be found in Greek only in passages dependent upon the 
Septuagint original. 

The next detail to which he alludes is just as certainly Philonic. “Oh teach- 
ing that quenches the fire within the soul!” The notion of a teaching that 
stills the troubles of the soul is in itself definitely a reference to a doctrine 


158. See especially the section on nobility in Virt., 187-227. 
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of mystical power. The last phrase, mUp Eupuxov, which I have translated 
“the fire within the soul” is more difficult. In the first place the translation 
is uncertain, for it would more naturally be read “the living, or animate, 
fire.” In itself this would seem a reference to the Light-Stream, but as used 
here the words must refer to a kind of fire which has to be put out in order 
that the soul may be able to achieve its spiritual possibilities. It is obviously 
a reference to some type of sin or defect which is so vividly conceived as to 
be compared to fire. It is a fire which the “teaching” can put out. A few 
passages in Philo make the meaning clear. Philo explains that the passions, 
Ta a0, are in themselves of an inflammable nature, which yn GAoyoc Spun 
mupoc Tov Teorov, the irrational impulse (in the soul) after the manner of 
fire, makes burst into flames until it consumes all the soul’s properties. For 
the irrational impulse, he continues, is a fire which kindles the passions but 
does not burn them up. What is consumed in the fire is the perfect virtue — 
of the soul, its progress to that virtue, and even its original good disposition 
(apeTn Tedela, npoKomn, evouia).'©? This conception is elsewhere variously 
applied.*** This then is the fire which the “Teaching” quenches, the fire of 
the irrational impulse in the soul or the fire which that impulse kindles 
within the ma®y to the utter destruction of the better nature and hope of 
the individual. : 

This instruction, continues the Oratio, does not make us poets, philoso- 
phers, or skilful orators, but it makes mortals immortals, human beings gods, 
and leads from earth to the realms beyond Olympus. Professor Harnack 
doubted that in Hellenistic Judaism one could so belittle philosophers as to 
class them with rhetoricians. It is quite true that Philo uses the term “phi- 
losopher” as meaning the Mystic, and as such he would never have used the 
term in this connection. For rhetoric and poetry belonged to the studies of 
youth, as Philo thought, along with geometry and the whole of encyclical 
learning.’ In this Philo did not include philosophy, which began only 
when these studies ended, and was really concerned with metaphysics and 
mysticism only. Yet he is acquainted with a use of the term which puts it on 
exactly this level. In one place he has been speaking of the Royal Road of 

the Mystery, and continues: 


This Road you must understand to be philosophy, not the philosophy that is pur- 
sued by the present day sophistic group of men. For these have practised the arts 
of words against the truth, and then called their villainy “sophia,” giving a 
wicked work a divine name.?® 


Sophia and philosophy are indeed divine names to Philo. But he would 
entirely have understood what the writer meant when he spoke of a philoso- 
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phy that was on the level of poetry and rhetoric, and so ought Harnack to 
have understood him. Philo would have agreed entirely that the instructions 
of the Mystery did not make men into that kind of philosophers. 

And Philo would have agreed that the Mystery made human beings into 
gods, mortals into immortals, and led the initiate from earth into the im- 
material realm beyond Olympus, the highest heaven. And though he does 
not use the figure he would have highly approved of speaking of the Logos 
as a snake-charmer which lures out the snake, the ma8y of the soul, and 
drives it away, so that the soul will be pure to mount the blinding ascent to 
God. 

The last figure of the snake-charmer is in some ways the most interesting 
of all. The others have abundantly demonstrated that the closing paragraph, 
in which the Oratio should give an epitome of the religion of its author, 
does give an excellent epitome of the salient points of Philo’s Mystery. But 
without the last figure, so closely has the author followed Philo that one 
might have been justified in saying that it was a literary compilation made 
from Philo’s writings without giving evidence of being what it purported 
to be, the triumphant testimony of a Greek to the existence and power of a 
Jewish mystery doctrine.*°* But with the appearance of the snake-charmer 
we see that the author, though he has given a splendid summary of the 
valuable points of the Mystery Philo has described at greater length, is still 
drawing upon another source than Philo himself, at least other than the 
writings of Philo which have come down to us. 

One turns from this analysis to try to find reasons for calling the Oratio 
Christian, and frankly I can find not one. No one, then or since, would have 
recognized Christianity or known what the author was meaning by this 
description of mystic achievement. True so much of the ideology of the 
Mystery did go over into Christianity that many of its ideas are also found 
in Christian writings. But this religion of the Logos-Sophia, the King with 
peaceful heroes, the teacher of passwords and “divine practices,” who is our 
trumpet of peace, our city of refuge, our teaching that quenches the fire of 
the irrational impulse—this is not Christianity. What Harnack never noticed 
was that when the Syriac translator wanted to pass the document off as 
Christian, as he could easily do considering the number of elements Chris- 
tianity had taken from the Mystery, he had to insert in the text a statement 
presumably by the author that his conversion was to the “Wisdom of the 
Christians.”**" The fact is that without such an insertion the parallelism of 
the document to Philo is flawless. The Oratio stands as an independent wit- 
ness of the thriving existence of the Jewish Mystery-teaching. 


166. Not to press the possibilities of cult reference in the deta Egya already discussed. 
167. See Harnack’s article in the Sitzungsberichte of the Berlin Academy 1896, p. 629, 1. 4. 


CHAPTER XI 
THE MYSTIC LITURGY 


In 1915 W. Bousset published an amazing collection of fragments of Jewish 
liturgy." He pointed out the slight interpolations by which Christians had 
adapted them for their own purposes, and thus brought to light a body of 
liturgy in the Apostolic Constitutions that was unmistakably Jewish, though 
obviously from a Judaism strongly Hellenized. Indeed the first prayer turned 
out to include the Kedusha still used in Jewish liturgy. With fine methodol- 
ogy Bousset selected the material of Jewish origin, analyzed it sufficiently 
to prove its Judaism and Hellenism alike, but had no suggestion as to the 
milieu that would have produced such a liturgy, and of course left many 
other points still to be discussed. So far as I know nothing has since been 
done with this material. In the posthumous third edition of Bousset’s own 
Die Religion des Judentums the editor made no use of it, and the original 
study remains, I believe, little known.? The Fragments are so strikingly ap- 
propriate to the thesis of this book that, with minor changes from Bousset’s 
presentation, they must be reproduced here entire. I shall first give a transla- 
tion of the texts, with incidental comment, and when they are all before the 
reader discuss their total implications. 
The first fragment to be considered is the one first presented by Bousset: 


FRAGMENT I 


Constitutiones VII, xxxv, I-10. 


1. Great art Thou, O Lord Almighty, and great is Thy power, and of 
Thy understanding there is no number.* Our Creator and Savior, rich 


1. “Eine jtidische Gebetssamlung im siebenten Buch der apostolischen Konstitutionen,” in 
Nachrichten von der K. Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu G6ttingen, Philologische-Historische 
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of the material comes from the eighth book. 

2. I am indebted for knowledge of it to the all-seeing eye of Professor A. D. Nock of Har- 
vard. 

3. The fragments are given fundamentally after the translation of James Donaldson which 
appeared in his edition of the Apostolic Constitutions in the Ante-Nicene Christian Library 
(Edin., 1870). Donaldson says that his version is only a close revision of an earlier translation by 
Whiston. I have revised again carefully according to Funk’s text (Didascalia et Constitutiones 
Apostolorum, Paderborn, 1905). Each Fragment is numbered here in series, with indication of 
the passage in the Constitutiones whence it is taken, and I have retained the paragraph enu- 
meration as made by Funk for the original chapters. Christian interpolations are retained but 
indicated by italics. 
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in grace, long-suffering, and the bestower of mercy, who dost desire 
the salvation of Thy creatures: for Thou art good by nature, and spar- 
est sinners, and invitest them to repentance; for admonition is the effect 
of Thy bowels of compassion. For how should we have survived if we 
had been required to come to judgment immediately, when, after so 
much long-suffering, we hardly get clear of our weakness? 2. The 
heavens declare Thy dominion,’ and the earth shakes with earthquakes, 
and, hanging upon nothing, declares Thy unshaken steadfastness. The 
sea raging with waves, and feeding a flock of ten thousand creatures, is 
bounded with sand, as trembling at Thy will, and compels all men to 
cry out: “How great are Thy works, O Lord! in wisdom hast Thou 
made them all: the earth is full of Thy creation.”* 3. And the bright 
host of angels and the intellectual spirits say, “There is but one holy 
Being to Phelmuni”;’ and the holy seraphim, together with the six- 
winged cherubim, who sing to Thee their trrumphal song, cry out with 
never-ceasing voices, “Holy, holy, holy, Lord of Sabaoth! heaven and 
earth are full of Thy glory”’;* and the other multitudes of the orders, 
archangels, thrones, dominions, principalities, authorities, and powers” 
cry aloud, and say, “Blessed be the glory of the Lord out of the very 
place.”*® 4. But Israel thy church on earth, taken out of the Geniiles, 
emulating the heavenly powers night and day, with a full heart and a 
willing soul sings, “The chariot of God is ten thousand fold thousands 
of them that rejoice: the Lord is among them in Sinai, in the holy 
place." 5. The heaven knows Him who fixed it as a cube of stone,” 
in the form of an arch, upon nothing, who united the land and water 
to one another, and scattered the vital air all abroad, and conjoined fire 
therewith for warmth, and as a comfort against darkness. The choir 
strikes us with admiration, declaring Him that numbers them, and 
showing Him that names them; the animals declare Him that puts 
life into them; the trees show Him that makes them grow: all which 
creatures, being made by Thy Logos show forth the greatness of Thy 
power. 6. Wherefore every man ought to send up an hymn from his 
very heart to Thee, through CArisz, in the name of all the rest, since 
man has power over them all by Thy appointment. 7. For Thou art 

5. Ps. xvii, 2. | 6. Ps. civ, 24. 7. Dan. viii, 13. 
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kind in Thy benefits, and beneficent in Thy bowels of compassion 
who alone art almighty: for when Thou willest, to be able is present 
with Thee; for Thy eternal power both quenches flame,“ and stops 
the mouths of lions, and tames whales, and raises up the sick, and 
overrules the power of all things, and overturns the host of enemies, 
and casts down a people numbered in their arrogance. 8. Thou art He 
who art in heaven, He who art on earth, He who art in the sea, He who 
art in finite things, Thyself unconfined by anything. For of Thy maj- 
esty there is no boundary,” for it is not ours, O Lord, but the oracle of 
Thy servant, who said, “And thou shalt know in thine heart that the 
Lord thy God He is God in heaven above, and on earth beneath, and 
there is none other besides Thee”:** 9. for there is no God besides Thee 
alone,”’ there is none holy besides Thee, the Lord, the God of gnosis,” 
the God of holy men, holy above all holy beings; for they are sanctified 
by Thy hands.** Thou art glorious, and highly exalted, invisible by 
nature, and unsearchable in Thy judgment;*® whose life is without 
want, whose duration can never alter or fail, whose operation is with- 
out toil, whose greatness is unlimited, whose excellency is perpetual, 
whose habitation is inaccessible,“ whose dwelling is unchangeable, 
whose gnosis is without beginning, whose truth is immutable, whose 
work is not one of mediation, whose dominion cannot be taken away, 
whose monarchy is without succession, whose kingdom is without end, 
whose strength is irresistible, whose army is very numerous: Io. for 
Thou art the Father of Sophia, the Creator, as the cause, of the creation, 
by a Mediator; the Bestower of providence, the Giver of laws, the Sup- 
plier ef want, the Punisher of the ungodly, and the Rewarder of the 
righteous; the God and Father of Christ, and the Lord of those that are 
pious towards Him, whose promise 1s infallible, whose judgment 1s 
without bribes, whose sentiments are immutable, whose piety 1s inces- 
sant, whose thanksgiving is everlasting, through whom adoration 1s 
worthily due to Thee from every rational and holy nature. 


Bousset began with this prayer because its Judaism, of all the fragments, 
had the best external attestation. For, as he points out,” §3 corresponds so 
closely to the Kedusha, in the form in which it appears, with slight variation, 
in three places in contemporary Jewish liturgy, that there can be no doubt 
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that we have here a very early form of the Jewish prayer. That the Jews 
took the prayer from Christian liturgy could not be suggested. The only 
possible conclusion was that the prayer, as a Jewish prayer, was at least as 
old as the Second Century of our Era,” and that the Christians had taken it 
from the Jews. There was some difficulty, in the parallel passages, in the 
classes of the angels named, for while the present Jewish text names ophanim 
and chajjot with the seraphim, the text before us names besides the seraphim 
and cherubim the six classes of angels named in the New Testament. This 
may be a Christian alteration, Bousset says, but it may also represent the 
earlier Jewish form, since we cannot be sure that the prayer as now used in 
synagogues has not gone through many changes in seventeen centuries, and 
since the angel classes given here and in the New Testament are all Jewish 
orders of angels. Bousset further pointed out that the sort of petition which 
in the Jewish liturgy today follows the Kedusha is the same sort of exhorta- 
tion to Israel as that in the text given above (§4). 

Bousset thinks that "Iopani dé yn éemtyetoc cou éxkAnota is a Christian 
alteration from "Iopand n e& eOvéiv. This is of course possible. But a glance 
at Leisegang’s Index, s.v. éxxAnota, will show how commonly that word was 
applied by Philo to the Jewish race. We have already encountered a passage 
where the migration, the moving of the race out from Egypt into the Mys- 
tery, was the transformation of the race into an “ecclesia.””** Indeed it seems 
highly likely that early Christianity took that word for its collective com- 
munity directly from Greek Judaism. The next phrase “taken out of the 
Gentiles” would most obviously seem to be a Jewish reference to the separa- 
tion of the race away from the Gentiles. When Bousset examined the rest 
of the prayer its general Jewish character became quite clear, as well as the 
awkward way in which the. Christian liturgists had adapted it to their pur- 
poses by inserting “Christ” in §6, and appending the Christian termination. 

There may be some question as to whether the phrase “made through thy 
Logos” (§5) should be regarded as Christian. At first sight one would be 
tempted to italicize it as non-Jewish. But the certainly non-Christian “The 
Creator of creation by a Mediator, as the cause” (for why thus avoid men- 
tioning Christ’), and the general theology of the fragments as it will emerge 
from the total collection, make it seem that the Logos reference was not 
Christian, and so was probably part of the original Jewish prayer. 

In spite of the fact that the Kedusha appears in this prayer, and God is the 
“Giver of Laws” (§10), there is nothing in the rest of the prayer so specifi- 
cally Jewish that a Christian could not have written it, though it is not the 
sort of prayer one can imagine a Second or Third Century Christian as 


23. Bousset, p. 438, is indeed able to trace the prayer back in Judaism to the middle of the 
Fourth Century. 


23a. See above, p. 205. 
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spontaneously writing. What this prayer, by the fact that it embodies the 
Kedusha, does do is to make it certain that the Christians of the time were 
borrowing from Jewish liturgy. Once this most difficult point is definitely 
established, one can go on to investigate the extent of that borrowing with 
a freer hand. 

The next fragment is an even more idiomatically Jewish expression. 


FRAGMENT II 
Constitutiones VII, xxxvi, 1-6. 


1.O Lord Almighty, Thou hast created the world by Christ, and hast 
appointed the Sabbath in memory thereof, because that on that day 
Thou hast made us rest from our works, for the meditation upon Thy 
laws. Thou hast also appointed festivals for the rejoicing of our souls, 
that we might come into the remembrance of that Sophia which was 
created by Thee;™ 2. how he submitted to be made of a woman on our 
account; He appeared in life, and demonstrated Himself in His bap- 
tism; how He that appeared is both God and man; He suffered for us 
by Thy permission, and died, and rose again by Thy power: on which 
account we solemnly assemble to celebrate the feast of the resurrection 
on the Lord’s day, and rejoice on account of Him who has conquered 
death,” and has brought life and immortality to light. For by Him 
Thou hast led the Genziles to Thyself for a peculiar® people, that is, the 
true Israel,”” beloved of God, the one that sees God.” 3. For Thou, O 
Lord, broughtest our fathers out of the land of Egypt,” and didst de- 
liver them out of the iron furnace, from clay and brick-making, and 
didst redeem them out of the hands of Pharaoh, and of those under 
him, and didst lead them through the sea as through dry land,” and 
didst bear their manners in the wilderness,” and bestow on them all 
sorts of good things. 4. Thou didst give them the Law or Decalogue, 
which was pronounced by Thy voice®* and written with Thy hand. 
Thou didst enjoin the observation of the Sabbath, not affording them 
an occasion of idleness, but an opportunity of piety, for their knowl- 


24. Variant reading in d, deot yevntetons, shows Christian redaction in the interest of 
orthodoxy. Sophia as “created” comes from Prov. viii, 22. 

25. I Cor. xv, 55; II Tim. i, ro. 26. Deut. vii, 6. 

27. Gen. xxxv, 10. 

28. So the text as in Funk. For suggested emendation see the discussion below. 

29. Deut. iv, 20. 30. Exod. xiv, 29. 

31. Acts xiii, 18: a paraphrase of Deut. i, 31, which may have been a proverbial formula. 

32. Exod. xx, 18. 
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edge of Thy power, and the prohibition of evils; having limited them 
as within an holy precinct for the sake of teaching them the joy of the 
hebdomad. On this account was there appointed one hebdomad,” and 
seven hebdomads,”* and the seventh month, and the seventh year, and 
the cycle of these, which is the fiftieth year for remission,” 5. that men 
might have no occasion to pretend ignorance. On this account He per- 
mitted men every Sabbath to rest, that so no one might be willing to 
send one word out of his mouth in anger on the day of the Sabbath. 
For the Sabbath is the ceasing of the creation, the completion of the 
world, the inquiry after laws, and the grateful praise to God for the 
blessings He has bestowed upon men. 6. All which the Lord’s day 
excels, and shows the Mediator Himself, the Protector, the Law giver, 
the Cause of the resurrection, the First-born of the whole creation,*® 
God the Logos, and man, who was born of Mary alone, without a man, 
who lived holily, who was crucified under Pontius Pilate, and died, and 
rose again from the dead. So that the Lord’s day commands us to offer 
unto Thee, O Lord, thanksgiving for all. For this is the grace afforded 


by Thee, which on account of its greatness has obscured all other bless- 
ings. 


Bousset has called this a “Sabbatgebet.” A Christian who would have 
written it de novo as it stands is inconceivable. The two main sections 
marked as Christian are obviously insertions. The latter one, after the praise 
of the Sabbath, weakly asserts that the Lord’s Day is more important than 
the Sabbath. But only one quarter as much space as is devoted to the Sabbath 
is given to the Lord’s Day, and of this small portion more than half is 
devoted to a brief creed. To say the least, the passage on the Lord’s Day is 
an anti-climax, quite intelligible as a Christian appendix to the Jewish 
“Sabbatgebet,” but unintelligible as the originally planned objective of the 
prayer. . 

The first large insertion is just as clearly extraneous to the original. The 
original prayer has referred to the creation of Sophia, and by identifying 
Christ with Sophia the Christian redactor has an opportunity again to put 
in some lines from the Creed and to mention the Lord’s Day. The Christian 
has not noticed what Bousset has pointed out, that in identifying Christ with 


33- That is a week of seven days. Cf. Lev. xxiii, 39 ff.; xxv. 

34. The cycle of seven weeks. 

35. This apparently represents the cycle of seven seventh years, that is forty-nine years, plus 
the previous cycles, seven months, seven weeks, seven days, which makes approximately fifty 
years. 

36. Col. 1, 15. 
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Sophia, specifically here a created being, he has fallen into a heresy, the 
representation of Christ as a created being, which he himself elsewhere is 
careful to deny. He certainly would not himself have spoken of ktioQeioa 
coo¢ia who was Christ, and one manuscript, written by a more observant 
Christian, has changed the xtioQeioyc to yevnPetonc. 

There is some problem in judging how much of the sentence given imme- 
diately after the first longer insertion (§20) is in its original form. The 
problem cannot be resolved finally, for we have no way of knowing whether 
this sentence went on immediately after the last Jewish sentence before the 
Christian insertion, or there were some other Jewish statements which origi- 
nally stood between. Bousset suggests that by changing the autot to autiic, 
and so making the sentence refer to the Sophia just mentioned, there would 
be no need of supplying any intermediate material. But he also would change 
Ta Z6vy to HYGc, Tov ddnOivov *Iopand to tov *lopand. That is, granting the 
change which makes the first phrase a reference to Sophia, he would make 
the section read: “For through her he has led us to Himself to be a peculiar 
people, Israel, the race beloved by God, the one that ‘sees God.’” The last 
phrase is, however, so thoroughly Philonic,*’ indeed so reminiscent of the 
very heart of the Mystery, that I would keep the aAn®ivov which he rejected, 
and make the sentence read: “For through her he has led us to Himself to 
be a peculiar people, the zrue Israel, that is the group that is beloved by God 
and ‘sees God.’” For I see the passage as an expression of the inner mystic 
joys of Judaism. But this reading will depend for its justification upon the 
type of Judaism which the fragments as a whole are seen to reflect, and 
hence judgment must wait for the rest of the material.” 


FRAGMENT III 
Constitutiones VII, xxxvii, 1-3. 


1. Thou who hast fulfilled Thy promises made by the prophets, and 
hast had mercy on Zion, and compassion on Jerusalem, by exalting the 
throne of David,*’ Thy servant, in the midst of her," by the birth of 
Christ, who was born of his seed according to the flesh,” of a virgin 
alone; do Thou now, O Lord God, accept the prayers which proceed 


37- Bousset recognized that this phrase was Philonic (p. 444, n. 2), but without the con- 
ception of the Mystery of the True Israel he did not see that it was intimately connected with 
the idea of the sentence as a whole. The phrase reappears below in Fragment X. 

38. See below, p. 353. 39. Is. ix, 7. 

40. Perhaps the words: “by exalting . . . her” are part of the Christian insertion, since, as 
Bousset points out (p. 446, n. 2), this is not a familiar expression in Jewish prayers. But on the 
whole I agree with him that it is Jewish. 

41. Rom. 1, 3. 
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from the lips of Thy people which are of the Gentiles, which call upon 
Thee in Truth,” as Thou didst accept of the gifts of the righteous in 
their generations. 2. In the first place Thou didst respect the sacrifice of 
Abel, and accept it as Thou didst accept of the sacrifice of Noah when 
he went out of the ark; of Abraham, when he went out of the land of 
the Chaldeans; of Isaac at the Well of the Oath; of Jacob in Bethel; of 
Moses in the desert; of Aaron between the dead and the living; of 
Joshua the son of Nun in Gilgal; of Gideon at the rock, and the fleeces, 
before his sin; of Manoah and his wife in the field; of Samson in his 
thirst before the transgression; of Jeptha in the war before his rash 
vow; of Barak and Deborah in the days of Sisera; of Samuel in Miz- 
pah; 3. of David on the threshing-floor of Ornan the Jebusite; of Solo- 
mon in Gibeon and in Jerusalem; of Elijah on Mount Carmel; of Elisha 
at the barren fountain; of Jehoshaphat in war; of Hezekiah in his sick- 
ness, and concerning Sennacherib; of Manasseh in the land of the 
Chaldeans, after his transgression; of Josiah in Phassa; of Ezra at the 
return; of Daniel in the den of lions; of Jonah in the whale’s belly; 
of the three children in the fiery furnace; of Hannah in the tabernacle 
before the ark; of Nehemiah at the rebuilding of the walls; of Zerub- 
babel; of Mattathias and his sons in their zeal; of Jael in blessings. Now 
also do thou receive the prayers of Thy people which are offered to 
Thee with gnosis, through Christ in the Spirit. 


As Bousset remarks,** it is incredible that a Christian of the time when 
the Apostolic Constitutions was written could have based all his precedents 
for prayer upon this list of the Patriarchs down to the Maccabees, the last 
Jewish period of grace, and not gone on to mention the prayer or sacrifice 
of Christ or the achievements of the Apostles. 


FRAGMENT IV 
Constitutiones VII, xxxvii, 1-8. 


1. We give Thee thanks for all things, O Master Almighty,” that Thou 
hast not taken away Thy mercies and Thy compassions from us; but in 
every succeeding generation Thou dost save, and deliver, and assist, 


42. Ps. cxlv, 18. 

42a, Numb. xvi, 48. On the mystic interpretation of this incident see Wisd., xviii, 22-25; 
Heres, 201, and above, pp. 275 f. 

43. p. 446. 

44. For the Jewish origin of this phrase see Bousset’s elaborate note, p. 446, n. 4. 
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and protect: 2. for Thou didst assist in the days of Enos and Enoch, in 
the days of Moses and Joshua, in the days of the judges, in the days of 
Samuel and of Elijah and of the prophets, in the days of David and of 
the kings, in the days of Esther and Mordecai, in the days of Judith, in 
the days of Judas Maccabeus and his brethren, 3. and in our days Thou 
didst assist us through Thy great High-Priest, Jesus Christ Thy Son. 
For He* has delivered us from the sword, and hath freed us from 
famine,” and sustained us; has delivered us from sickness, has pre- 
served us from slander.” 4. For all which things do we give Thee 
thanks through Christ, who has given us an articulate voice to confess 
withal, and added to it a suitable tongue to be an instrument like a 
plectrum, and a proper taste, and an appropriate touch, and a sight for 
contemplation, and the hearing of sounds, and the smelling of vapours, 
and hands for work, and feet for walking. 5. And all these members 
dost Thou form from a little drop in the womb; and after the forma- 
tion dost Thou bestow on it an immortal soul, and producest it into 
the light as a rational animal, even man. Thou hast instructed him by 
Thy laws, improved him by Thy statutes; and when Thou bringest on 
a dissolution for a while, Thou hast promised a resurrection. 6. Where- 
fore what life is sufficient, what length of ages will be long enough, for 
men to be thankful? To do it worthily is impossible, but to do it ac- 
cording to our ability is just and right. For Thou hast delivered us 
from the impiety of polytheism, 7. and from the heresy of the mur- 
derers of Christ; Thou hast freed us from erring ignorance; Thou hast 
sent Christ among men, being the unique God; Thou hast made the 
Comforter to inhabit among us; Thou hast set angels over us; Thou 
hast put the devil to shame; Thou hast brought us into being when we 
were not; Thou takest care of us when made; Thou measurest out life 
to us; Thou affordest us food; Thou hast proclaimed repentance. 8. 
Glory and worship be to Thee for all these things, through Jesus Christ, 
now and ever, and through all ages. Amen. 


Here again is the series of heroes of old, ending precisely with the Mac- 
cabees, though in this case the Christian has not left it without the reference 
to Christ which the preceding prayer lacked. Bousset, as indicated in the 


45. With the Christian interpolation out, “He” is naturally Judas Maccabeus. So Bousset 
takes it (p. 447). I suspect that the text was originally “they” with reference to the whole 
patriarchal succession, or “Thou” with reference to God. 

46. Ps. xxxill, 19. 

47. Literally, “from an evil tongue.” Cf. Ps. xxxi, 20. 
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text, thinks that the “He” who also delivered us from the sword, etc. (§3) is 
Judas Maccabeus. His reasoning seems not fully convincing on that detail. 
For an understanding of the passage the Christian interpolation is suggestive. 
In the list of heroes, though the text simply states that “Thou,” that is God, 
“assisted us in the days” of each hero, the implication is that God “assisted 
us” through the instrumentality of each, a thought that is made clear by the 
interpolation, when the assisting “in our days” is done through the instru- 
mentality of “the great High-Priest, Jesus Christ.” If the original Jewish 
prayer did not specifically state that the assistance of old came through the 
priestiy mediation of these men (who were or could be priests only in the 
mystic sense), the reader of the day so much understood the prayer that 
way that the Christian interpolator felt he was only. carrying on the thought 
in bringing in the High-Priesthood of Christ. It will be seen that these 
heroes are many of them included in a list of “priests” in Fragment XI. If 
a definite reference to the priesthood of these heroes of old has been taken 
out by the Christian from the Jewish prayer, it may be that the Savior there 
was the Logos, and that that Logos was working to save Israel through the 
heroes. In that case the “He” (of §3) who.“delivered us from the sword” 
etc., is the Logos, and the text would not need to be changed. Otherwise, 
instead of “He has delivered” the original probably read “Thou hast,” etc. 

A more tangible passage follows (§4) in which God is praised for having 
given men the different senses and the hands and feet. Bousset*® follows 
Wendland in connecting this part of the prayer with a description of the 
proper way to pray given by Philo: 


When thou givest thanks for an individual man, distribute thy thanksgiving 
in a rational way, not taking up the least and last details, but the main divisions, 
first body and soul out of which the man is constituted, then his logos, mind 
(voc) and sense perception. For a thanksgiving for each of these individually 
it would not be unworthy for God to hear.*® 


It is apparent at once that the thanksgiving in the prayer before us would 
have seemed to go into somewhat too great detail for Philo, but it is pre- 
cisely the sort of prayer he was accustomed to hear, and which he thought 
could be better composed as he suggested. 

Bousset*® has compared §7 with the following prayer from the Jewish 
Liturgy, one that comes immediately before the Kedusha de Sidra: 


Blessed art Thou, our God, who hast made us to Thy honor, and hast separated 
us from the erring, and hast given us the Teaching of Truth, and hast planted 
within us eternal life. 


48. p. 448. | 49. Spec., i, 211. See above, pp. 111 f. 
50. p. 448. 
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The similarity is obvious aad striking. Yet I find in the memAavypévyn ayvoia 
a slight but definite indication of Hellenistic thought as contrasted with the 
normative Judaism of the modern prayer. “Thou hast separated us from the 
erring” is something quite different from “Thou hast freed us from erring 
ignorance.” Philo has not exactly this phrase in combination, but does say 
that ayvoia is the cause of all sin,®* the cause of halting progress and confu- 
sion in contrast to the knowledge which shows the mystic “way of Salva- 
tion.”*” Ignorance is the thing that maims the part of the soul which sees 
and hears.** Similarly Philo uses mAavao8ai in various forms with reference 
to wandering from the mystic Road.* “Ignorance which makes us wander” 
is then specifically the phraseology for the type of reprobation distinctive, in 
Judaism, of the Mystery. 


In some ways the most interesting Fragment of all is the following: 


FRAGMENT V 
Constitutiones VII, xxxiii, 2-7. 


2. Our eternal Savior, the King of gods,°* who alone art almighty, and 
the Lord, and God of all beings, and the God of our holy and blame- 
less fathers,°* and of those before us; the God of Abraham, and of 
Isaac, and of Jacob; who art merciful and compassionate, long-suffer- 
ing, and abundant in mercy; to whom every heart is naked, and by 
whom every heart is seen, and to whom every secret thought is re- 
vealed: to Thee do the souls of the righteous cry aloud, upon Thee do 
the hopes of the godly trust, Thou Father of the blameless, Thou hearer 
of the supplication of those that call upon Thee with uprightness, and 
who knowest the supplications that are not uttered: for Thy provi- 
dence reaches as far as the inmost parts of mankind; and by Thy 
knowledge Thou searchest the thoughts of every one, and in every 
region of the whole earth the incense of prayer and supplication is sent 
up to Thee. 3. O Thou who hast appointed this present world as a race 
course”’ in righteousness, and hast opened to all the gate of mercy, and 
hast demonstrated to every man by implanted knowledge, and natural 
judgment, and the admonitions of the Law, how the possession of 
riches is not everlasting, the ornament of beauty is not perpetual, our 

51. Ebr., 160. 52. Jos., 183. 53. Ebr., 157. 

54. E.g., Det., 10, 21; Cong., 108; Fug., 131. On the contrary it must be noted that the 
doctrines of a resurrection and of a personal devil in the prayer, while sufficiently Jewish, are 
not Philonic, though they were familiar in Hellenistic Jewry. IV Maccabees is sufficient evidence 


for the former, Wisd., ii, 24 for the latter. 
55. Esther xiv, 12, LXX. 56. Exod. iii, 16. 57. I Cor. ix, 24. 
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strength and force are easily dissolved; and that all is vapour and 
vanity; and that only the good conscience of faith unfeigned passes 
through the midst of the heavens, and returning with truth, takes hold 
of the right hand of the joy which is to come. And withal, before the 
promise of the regeneration”® is accomplished, the soul itself exults in 
hope, and is joyful. 4. For from the beginning when our forefather 
Abraham laid claim to the way of truth” Thou didst guide him by a 
vision, and didst teach him what kind of state this world is; and gnosis 
was the forerunner of his faith; and faith was the consequence of his 
gnosis.’ For Thou saidst: “I will make thy seed as the stars of heaven, 
and as the sand which is by the sea-shore.”” 5. Moreover, when Thou 
hadst given him Isaac, and knewest him to be like him in his character, 
Thou wast then called his God, saying: “I will be a God to thee, and 
to thy seed after thee.” And when our father Jacob was sent into Meso- 
potamia, Thou showedst him Christ, and by him speakest, saying: “Be- 
hold, I am with thee, and I will increase thee, and multiply thee ex- 
ceedingly.”” 6. And so spakest Thou to Moses, Thy faithful and holy 
servant, at the vision of the bush: “I am He that is; this is my name 
for ever, and my memorial for generations of generations.”® 7.O Thou 
great protector of the posterity of Abraham, Thou art blessed for ever. 


Except for the identification of Christ with Jacob’s dream of the Logos, 
an identification which Justin Martyr®* shows was early made by Christians 
from Hellenistic Judaism, there is not a Christian syllable in this prayer. 
Christian authorship is unthinkable. 

Bousset has discussed the prayer at length, but I find myself here disagree- 
ing with him on many points. “The consciousness of faith unfeigned” 
(cuvetdnoic motewc avurtoudoc, §3) must, according to him,* be either a 
Christian interpolation or else faith in the “Stoic” sense. That it might be, 
as I think it is, faith in the Hellenistic Jewish sense has not occurred to him. 

At the suggestion of Rahlfs he has pointed out that several words in this 
prayer reflect the terminology of the Aquila translation of the Old Testa- 


58. maAvyyeveota, the mystic transformation with which initiation culminates. See Frag. 

, 6. 

59. TOU mEONETOQOS HUdV ’ABoudw LEtTaRoLOULEVOY THv 6dOv Tic GAntelac. The text 
is dubious. 

60. This translation, “gnosis . . . gnosis,” follows ms. a rather than the text as given by 
Funk, for reasons given below, p. 356. 

61. Gen. xiil, 163 xxii, 17. 

62. A composite of Gen. xxviii, 15 and Gen. xlviii, 4. 

63. Exod. iii. 14, 15. 

64. Dialogue, 58. See my Theology of Justin Martyr, Jena, 1923, pp. 142 ff. 

65. p. 464. 
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ment.®* Yet an investigation of the direct citations in the Fragment showed 
that in all but this one case, and that a paraphrase only reflecting Biblical 
terminology, the Septuagint was exclusively followed. Bousset and Rahlfs 
think then either that the Septuagint citations must have been put in later by 
the Christian redactor, or that the direct citations originally were given in 
the Aquila version, but were corrected by Jews or Christians after the com- 
position of the prayer to make them accord with the Septuagint. Each of 
these suggestions has serious difficulties. The citations are too organically 
parts of the prayer to have been put in by a Christian who had altered the 
prayer as slightly as this prayer has been altered. Alterations of the direct 
citations from Aquila back to the Septuagint would seem to have been made 
by a Jew, since the prayer shows such slight evidence of Christian redaction. 
But what type of Jew would have been interested in turning back to the 
Septuagint? Obviously only a thoroughly Hellenized Jew. As a mere possi- 
bility I should suggest that the prayer originated in a normative Hellenistic 
milieu, from Jews using the Aquila translation. This normative prayer was 
then retouched by mystic Jews. The direct citations were put back into the 
Septuagint and the notion introduced that Jacob’s vision was one of the 
Logos, along with other mystic notions. The language that came into the 
prayer from Aquila but not in the form of direct citation escaped the redac- 
tor. The Christians took the prayer from mystic Jews, as they seem to have 
taken the others in this group, and only changed the Logos to Christ. 

Bousset goes on to a very interesting discussion of the ideas of the prayer, 
which he finds distinctly those of Hellenistic Judaism. To this we shall 
return in the general discussion of the prayers. 

There is one more Fragment in this group, a group distinct in the Consti- 
tutions, which like the others is of Jewish origin. 


FRAGMENT VI 
Constitutiones VII, xxxiv, 1-8. 


1. Thou art blessed, O Lord, the King of ages, who by CArist hast 
made the whole world, and by Him in the beginning didst reduce into 
order the disordered parts; who dividest the waters from the waters by 
a firmament, and didst put into them a spirit of life; who didst fix the 
earth, and stretch out the heaven, and didst accurately dispose the order 
of every creature. 2. For by Thy taking thought, O Lord, the world 
is beautified, the heaven is fixed as an arch over us, and is.rendered 

66. For details see Bousset, pp. 465 ff., and Liitkemann and Rahlfs in Nachrichten von der 


k. Ges. d. Wissenschaft zu Géttingen, Philol.-Histor. Klasse, 1915, Beiheft, pp. 29 ff. 
67. I Tim. i, 17. 
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illustrious with stars for our comfort in the darkness. The light also 
and the sun were begotten for days, and the production of fruit, and 
the moon for the change of seasons, by its increase and diminutions; 
and one was called Night, and the other Day.® And the firmament 
was exhibited in the midst of the abyss, and Thou commandest the 
waters to be gathered together, and the dry land to appear.” 3. But 
as for the sea itself, who can possibly describe it, which comes with fury 
from the ocean, yet runs back again, being stopped by the sand at Thy 
command? For Thou hast said: “Thereby shall her waves be broken.””° 
Thou hast also made it navigable for little and great creatures, and for 
ships. 4. Then did the earth become green, and was adorned with all 
sorts of flowers, and the variety of several trees; and the shining lumi- 
naries, the nourishers of those plants, preserve their unchangeable 
course, and in nothing depart from Thy command. But where Thou 
biddest them, there do they rise and set for signs of the seasons and of 
the years, compensating the work of men. 5. Afterwards the kinds of 
the several animals were created—those belonging to the land, to the 
water, to the air, and both to air and water; and the creative Sophia 
of Thy providence does still impart to every one a suitable providence. 
For as she was not unable to produce different kinds, so neither has 
she disdained to exercise a different providence towards every one. 6. 
And at the conclusion of the creation Thou gavest direction to Thy 
Sophia, and formedst a reasonable creature as the citizen of the world, 
saying, “Let us make man after our image, and after our likeness” ;” 
and hast exhibited him as the ornament of the world,” and formed 
him a body out of the four elements, but hadst prepared a soul out of 
 not-being (ék ToU yn Oovtoc), and bestowedst upon him his five senses, 
and didst set over his sensations a mind as the conductor of the soul. 
7. And besides all these things, O Lord God, who can worthily declare 
the motion of the rainy clouds, the shining of the lightning, the noise 
of the thunder, in order to the supply of proper food, and the most 
agreeable temperature of the air? 8. But when man was disobedient, 
Thou didst deprive him of the life which should have been his reward. 
Yet didst Thou not destroy him for ever, but laidst him to sleep for a 
time; and Thou didst by oath call him to a resurrection, and loosedst 
68. Gen. i, 5. 69. Gen. i, 9. 70. Job xxxviil, 11. 
71. Gen. i, 26. 


72. xOoL0U xOopOVv. See Fragm. VII, 16. The phrase may well be an expression which we 
do not have elsewhere, meaning that man is created the microcosm. 


Vi 
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the bond of death, O Thou reviver of the dead, through Jesus Christ, 


who is our hope.” 


With this prayer Bousset elaborately compares the great “It is very meet 
and right” prayer of Constitutions VIII, which must be quoted at once: 


FRAGMENT VII 
Constitutiones VIII, xu, 6-27. 


6. It is very meet and right before all things to sing an hymn to Thee, 
who art the true God, who art before created things; from whom the 
whole family in heaven and earth is named; who only art unbegotten, 
and without beginning, and without a ruler or a master; who alone 
standest in need of nothing; who art the bestower of everything that 
is good; who art beyond all cause and generation; who art alway and 
immutably the same; from whom all things came into being,” as from 
their origin. 7. For Thou art Gnosis, which hath no beginning, ever- 
lasting sight, unbegotten hearing, untaught Sophia, the first by nature, 
alone in being, and beyond all number; who didst bring all things out 
of not-being (€k To& un ovtoc)”* into being by Thy only” Son, but didst 
beget Him before all ages by Thy will, Thy power, and Thy goodness, 
without any agency, the only Son, God the Logos, the living Sophia, 
the first-born of every creature,”* the angel of Thy great counsel,” and 
Thy High-Priest, but the King and Lord of every intellectual and sen- 
sible nature,*” who was before all things, by whom were all things.” 
8. For Thou, O eternal God, didst make all things by Him, and 
through Him it is that Thou vouchsafest Thy suitable providence over 
the whole world; for by the very same that Thou bestowedst being, 
didst Thou also bestow wellbeing: the God and Father of Thy only 
Son, who by Him didst make before all things the cherubim and the 
seraphim, the aeons and hosts, the powers and authorities,” the princi- 


73. I Tim. i, 1. 


74. Perhaps this is a Christian interpolation, but it is just as likely the source of the words 
in Ephesians iii, 15. 


75. Cf. I Cor. viii. 6. 76. See above, Frag. VI, 6 and below, §17. 
77. Movoyevys may have come from John i, 14, 18. See below, p. 342. 
78. Col. i, 15. 79. Is. ix. 6, LXX. 


80. A fairly frequent expression in this liturgy (see Bousset 435, n. 1) which vividly recalls 
Philo’s distinctions in @uotg. See above, pp. 50 ff. 

81. Cf. Col. i, 17. 

82. Col. i, 16 is similar but not an exact parallel. 
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palities and thrones, the archangels and angels; and after all these, didst 
by Him make this visible world, and all things that are therein. 9. For 
Thou art He who didst frame the heaven as an arch,®* and stretch it 
out like the covering of a tent,” and didst found the earth upon noth- 
ing*’ by Thy will; who didst fix the firmament, and prepare the night 
and the day; who didst bring the light out of Thy treasures, and on its 
departure didst bring on darkness, for the rest of the living creatures 
that move in the world; who didst appoint the sun in heaven to rule* 
over the day, and the moon to rule over the night, and didst inscribe 
in heaven the choir of stars to praise Thy glorious majesty; 10. who 
didst make the water for drink and for cleansing, the life-giving air 
for inhalation and exhalation, and for the affording of sounds, by 
means of the tongue, which strikes the air, and the hearing, which co- 
operates with the air, so that when speech comes into the hearing and 
falls upon it, the hearing perceives it; 11. who madest fire for our con- 
solation in darkness, for the supply of our want, and that we might be 
warmed and enlightened by it; 12. who didst separate the great sea 
from the land, and didst render the former navigable and the latter fit 
for walking, and didst replenish the former with small and great living 
creatures, and filledst the latter with the same, both tame and wild; 
didst furnish it with various plants, and crown it with herbs, and beau- 
tify it with flowers, and enrich it with seeds; 13. who didst establish 
the great deep, and on every side madest a mighty cavity for it, which 
contains seas of salt waters heaped together,” yet didst Thou every way 
bound them with barriers of the smallest sand;** who sometimes dost 
raise it to the height of mountains by the winds, and sometimes dost 
smooth it into a plain; sometimes dost enrage it with a tempest, and 
sometimes dost still it with a calm, that it may be easy to seafaring men 
in their voyages; 14. who didst encompass this world, which was made 
by Thee through CArist, with rivers, and water it with currents, and 
moisten it with springs that never fail, and didst bind it round with 
mountains for the immovable and secure consistence of the earth: 15. 
for Thou hast replenished Thy world, and adorned it with sweet-smell- 
ing and with healing herbs, with many and various living creatures, 
strong and weak, for food and for labor, tame and wild; with the noises 
of creeping things, the sounds of various sorts of flying creatures; with 
the circuits of the years, the numbers of months and days, the order of 


83. Is. xl, 22. 84. Gen. i; Ps. civ, 2. 85. Job xxvi, 7. 
86. Gen. i, 16. 87. Job xxxvili. 88. Job xxxvili, 8; Jer. v, 22. 
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the seasons, the courses of the rainy clouds, for the production of the 
fruits and the support of living creatures. Thou hast also appointed the 
station of the winds,” which blow when commanded by Thee, and the 
multitude of the plants and herbs. 16. And Thou hast not only created 
the world itself, but hast also made man for a citizen of the world, 
exhibiting hira as the ornament of the world (koopou Koopov); for 
Thou didst say to Thy Sophia: “Let us make man according to our 
image, and according to our likeness; and let them have dominion over 
the fish of the sea, and over the fowls of the heaven.””” 17. Wherefore 
also Thou hast made him of an immortal soul and of a body liable to 
dissolution—the former out of not-being (€k tot un ovtoc), the latter 
out of the four elements—and hast given him as to his soul rational 
knowledge, the discerning of piety and impiety, and the observation 
of right and wrong; and as to his body, Thou hast granted him five 
senses and progressive motion: 18. for Thou, O God Almighty, didst 
by Christ plant a paradise in Eden, in the east, adorned with all plants 
fit for food, and didst introduce him into it, as into a rich banquet. And 
when Thou madest him, Thou gavest him a Law implanted within 
him, that so he might have at home and within himself the seeds of 
divine knowledge. 19. And when Thou hadst brought him into the 
paradise of pleasure, Thou allowedst him the privilege of enjoying all 
things, only forbidding the tasting of one tree, in hopes of greater 
blessings; that in case he would keep that command, he might receive 
the reward of it, which was immortality. 20. But when he disregarded 
that command, and tasted of the forbidden fruit, by the deceit of the 
serpent and the counsel of his wife, Thou didst justly cast him out of 
paradise. Yet of Thy goodness Thou didst not overlook him, nor suffer 
him to perish utterly, for he was Thy creature; but Thou didst subject 
the whole creation to him, and didst grant him liberty to procure him- 
self food by his own sweat and labors, whilst Thou didst cause all the 
fruits of the earth to spring up, to grow, and to ripen. But when Thou 
hadst laid him asleep for a while, Thou didst with an oath call him toa 
restoration again, didst loose the bond of death, and promise him life 
by resurrection. 21. And not this only; but when Thou hadst increased 
his posterity to an innumerable multitude, those that continued with 
Thee Thou didst glorify, and those who did apostatize from Thee 
Thou didst punish. And while Thou didst accept the sacrifice of Abel 
as a holy person, Thou didst reject the gift of Cain the murderer of his 


89. Job xxviii, 25. go. Gen. i, 26. 
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brother, as an abhorred wretch. And besides these, Thou didst accept 
Seth and Enos, and didst translate Enoch: 22. for Thou art the creator 
of men, and the giver of life, and the supplier of want, and the giver 
of laws, and the rewarder of those that observe them, and the avenger 
of those that transgress them; who didst bring the great flood upon the 
world by reason of the multitude of the ungodly, and didst deliver 
righteous Noah from that flood in an ark, with eight souls,” the end 
of the foregoing generations, and the beginning of those that were to 
come; who didst kindle a fearful fire against the five cities of Sodom, 
and didst turn a fruitful land into a salt lake for the wickedness of them 
that dwelt therein,” but didst snatch holy Lot out of the conflagra- 
tion. 23. Thou art He who didst deliver Abraham from the impiety 
of his forefathers, and didst appoint him to be the heir of the world, 
and didst discover to him Thy Christ; who didst aforehand ordain Mel- 
chizedek an high-priest for Thy worship; who didst render Thy patient 
servant Job the conqueror of that serpent who is the patron of wicked- 
ness; who madest Isaac the son of the promise, and Jacob the father of 
twelve sons, and didst increase his posterity to a multitude, and bring 
him into Egypt with seventy-five souls. 24. Thou, O Lord, didst not 
overlook Joseph, but grantedst him, as a reward of his chastity for Thy 
sake, the government over the Egyptians. Thou, O Lord, didst not over- 
look the Hebrews when they were afflicted by the Egyptians, on account 
of the promises made unto their father; but Thou didst deliver them, 
and punish the Egyptians. 25. And when men had corrupted the Law 
of Nature, and had sometimes esteemed the creation to be self-caused 
(autouatov), and sometimes honoured it more than they ought, and 
made it the equivalent of Thee, the God of the universe, Thou didst 
not, however, suffer them to go astray, but didst raise up Thy holy 
servant Moses, and by him didst give the written Law for the assistance 
of the Law of Nature,” and didst show that the creation was Thy 
work, and didst banish away the error of polytheism. Thou didst adorn 
Aaron and his posterity with the priesthood, and didst punish the He- 
brews when they sinned, and receive them again when they returned 
to Thee. 26. Thou didst punish the Egyptians with a judgment of ten 
plagues, and didst divide the sea, and bring the Israelites through it, 
and drown and destroy the Egyptians who pursued after them. Thou 
didst sweeten the bitter water with wood; Thou didst bring water out 


o1. Cf. I Pet: 111, 20. 92. Gen. xix; Wisd., x, 6; Ps. cvii, 34. 
93. Is. viii, 20, LXX. 
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of the sharp-hewn rock; Thou didst rain manna from heaven, and 
quails, as meat out of the air; Thou didst afford them a pillar of fire 
by night to give them light, and a pillar of cloud by day to overshadow 
them from the heat; Thou didst declare Joshua to be the general of 
the army, and didst overthrow the seven nations of Canaan by him; 
Thou didst divide Jordan, and dry up the rivers of Etham; Thou didst 
overthrow walls without instrument or the hands of man. 27. For all 
these things, glory be to Thee, O Lord Almighty. Thee do the innu- 
merable hosts of angels, archangels, thrones, dominions, principalities, 
authorities, and powers, Thine everlasting armies, adore. The cherubim 
and the six-winged seraphim, with twain covering their feet, with 
twain their heads, and with twain flying, say, together with thousand 
thousands of archangels, and ten thousand times ten thousand of an- 
gels, incessantly, and with constant and loud voices, and let all the 
people say it with them: “Holy, holy, holy, Lord God of Sabaoth, 
heaven and earth are full** of His glory: be Thou blessed for ever.” 
Amen. 


Here ends the Jewish prayer, or hymn, of Praise. It comes to a full stop 
with the Jewish Trishagion, and the Christian ritual of the Constitutions 
begins afresh to hymn the Christian story of redemption, culminating in the 
consecration of the Eucharistic elements.°® The theme of this great Jewish 
prayer has been to hymn the giving of Natural Law to the Patriarchs, their 
great achievements in living according to it, and then the necessity of giving 
the written Law to assist Natural Law with ordinary men, that is to assist 
ordinary men in living according to Natural Law. It is interesting that the 
Christian hymn or prayer begins with what the Jewish prayer has not hinted, 
the failure of the Law of Moses as a supplement to Natural Law, which 
necessitated the incarnation of the Lawgiver, the source of Nature and Na- 
ture’s Law, if man was to be saved. The Christian redaction of the original 
Jewish prayer has not included this idea, however, but has been content with 
representing Christianity with only an occasional dia Xpiotot, which may 
be outright insertion or, more probably, as throughout these prayers, the 
slight alteration of an original Sia Adyou. It is clear that in §23 Abraham was 
in the original given a vision of the Logos, which here appears as Christ.”’ 

94. Is. vi, 3. 95- Rom. 1, 25. 

96. In pp. 471-478 Bousset carefully analyzes this piece and finds it rather a compilation of 
Jewish prayers than a single prayer. His reasoning is to me not conclusive, but since he admits 
that all the material is Jewish it would take us too far afield to go into the matter. I have printed 
the prayer as a unit, not as begging, but as avoiding, a question at present irrelevant. 

97. Justin Martyr shows how this conception of Hellenistic Judaism, the revelation of the 


Logos to Abraham, like that already found with Jacob (see above, p. 317, n. 64), was thus 
adapted by early Christianity. See my The Theology of Justin Martyr, pp. 29 ff. 
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According to the Jewish prayer, then, the Law of Moses supplemented the 
Law of Nature, which in itself was enough for the Patriarchs, in whom 
Natural Law was voploc éugutoc, obviously a verbal variant of Philo’s voyoc 
Eupuxoc.°® Beyond this combination of implanted Law and written Law, 
according to the Jewish prayer, neither men nor the great choir of heaven 
felt obliged to look. With the giving of the Law of Moses and the settling 
of the Tribes in the Promised Land all the problems of creation seem to have 
been solved, so that everything can unite in the great Song of Triple Glory. 

In his analysis of Fragments VI and VII Bousset*® has published the 
Greek text of the two in parallel columns with the common words under- 
lined. The similarities thus revealed make it beyond question that a common 
original lies behind the two. Yet it is clear that both prayers, as preserved in 
the Constitutions and translated above, while redactions of an original, are 
still Jewish redactions. In both of them the Christian element is, except pos- 
sibly for the phrases which echo Pauline letters, the same wooden type of 
insertion that we have become accustomed to. Personally I am convinced, 
with Bousset,*” that these or similar prayers are rather the source of Pauline 
phraseology than vice versa. To this question we must return. Both prayers 
seem longer and shorter recensions of the same type of prayer, to be used by 
Jews in more or less elaborate ceremonies. What the type of prayer is Bous- 
set’ has gone on to analyze, and discovered that it corresponds amazingly 
to another formula of prayer given by Philo himself: 


When thou wishest, Oh mind (dtdvoia), to give thanks to God for the creation 
(yéveotg) of the world, make your thanksgiving both for the whole and for its 
most important parts, as for the bodily members of a most perfect animal, such 
as for the heaven, sun, moon, planets, and fixed stars; then for the earth and ant- 
mals and plants upon it; then for the sea and the rivers, those that rise from 
springs and those from the snow of the mountains, as well as for the things in 
the waters; then for the air and its changes.’ 


The pertinence of the parallel is at once apparent. Philo is giving the 
Gentiles instructions, both here and in the foregoing passage,*” as to how 


98. Literally the two terms express the same notion from slightly different angles. The Law 
could be said to have been “implanted” within the Patriarchs, or they themselves could be re- 
garded as that Law become animate. 

99. pp. 451 ff. 100. p. 469. 

ror. P. 461. Bousset took the suggestion from Wendland, in “Zwei angeblich christliche 
liturgische Gebete,” by Reitzenstein and Wendland in Nachrichten von d. Ges. d. Wissen- 
schaften zu Gottingen (Phil. Hist. Klasse), 1910, p. 332. 

102. Spec., i, 210. Cf. (with Wendland) Spec., i, 97. This last seems to me not in point as a 
parallel. The priest is beseeching and thanking God in behalf of, in the name of, men and the 
parts of the cosmos: he is not thanking God for having created the world or its parts as in 
these prayers. 

103. See above, p. 315. 
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to pray according to the standards of Greek Jewish usage, a usage which 
both these prayers clearly have preserved to us. 

Bousset*** has further discussed the references to the resurrection at the 
end of Fragment VI and in §20 of Fragment VII, and shown them to be 
Jewish statements of the sort quite to be expected from Jewish apocryphal 
tradition about Adam,” and the general belief of Jews in the resurrection. 
It is hard to think that a Christian could thus have discussed the resurrection 
without a reference to Christ other than the conventional Christian termina- 
tion of Fragment VI. 

The Christian who compiled the Constitutions, as Bousset has recog- 
nized,*** lived in an environment where the Jewish baptism of proselytes 
was a vivid memory, if not a familiar practice. For the Christian compiler 
insists'°’ that unless the prayer formula be said in baptizing a Christian, a 
formula which connects the rite with Christ’s death and resurrection, Chris- 
tian baptism is no more regenerative than Jewish baptism. With this fact 
before us, Bousset seems rather to understate than exaggerate the claims of 
the following to be taken from the rules for instructing a Jewish catechumen 
in preparation for initiation into the Jewish Mystery. 


FRAGMENT VIII 
Constitutiones VII, xxxix, 2-4. 


2. Let him, therefore, who is to be taught the truth in regard to piety be 
instructed before his baptism in the Gnosis of the unbegotten God, in 
the additional Gnosis'** of His only begotten Son, in the assured ac- 
knowledgment of the Holy Ghost. Let him learn the order*” of the 
several parts of the creation, the sequence of providence, the tribunals 
of diverse legislation. Let him be instructed why the world was made, 
and why man was appointed to be a citizen therein; let him also know 
his own nature, of what sort it is; 3. let him be taught how God pun- 
ished the wicked with water and fire, and did glorify the saints in every 
generation—I mean Seth, and Enos, and Enoch, and Noah, and Abra- 
ham and his posterity, and Melchizedek, and Job, and Moses, and 
Joshua, and Caleb, and Phineas the priest, and those that were holy in 
every generation; and how God still’ took care of and did not reject 
mankind, but called them from their error and vanity to the knowl- 

104. p. 462. 105. See below, p. 349, n. 235. 

106. p. 471. 107. Constttutiones, VII, xliv, 3. 

108. It is interesting that the Christian redactor has shown that his addition is really such 


by using étyvm@otg for the new material. 
109. For Philo’s emphasis upon the taEtg of creation, see Opif., 13 ff. 
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edge of the truth” according to various seasons, reducing them from 
bondage and impiety unto liberty and piety, from injustice to righteous- 
ness, from death eternal to everlasting life. 4. Let him that offers him- 


self to baptism learn these and the like things during the time that he 
is a catechumen. 


Certainly no Christian ever wrote this as a program for catechetical in- 
struction. Aside from the trinitarian embellishment at the first, the in:portant 
thing set forth to be learned is the unbegotten God, His order of creation, 
and the judgment-seats of legislation. The catechumen is to learn how God 
glorified the Patriarchs and their spiritual successors. The wheie body of 
specifically Christian teaching is represented only by “the like things,” which 
phrase the Christian wrote, or understood, as a reference to the Christian 
Mysteries. But if Christian authorship is unthinkable, the type of Judaism 
from which the piece arose is obvious. Reference has frequently been made 
to Philo’s care in instructing the Gentiles. Indeed the Exposition of Philo 
written for Gentiles is built up exactly on the outline of instruction given in 
this fragment. It begins with the account of the creation, whose purpose is to 
explain the nature of the unbegotten God, “the order of creation,” and how 
God rules the world. Philo then goes on to the various forms of law-giv- 
ing:*** Natural Law to creation in the De Opificio, the same Law given im- 
mediately to the Patriarchs who were thereby “glorified,” as described in the 
Lives of the Patriarchs; the giving of the Ten Commandments, and then the 
Special Laws. Through all this the other aspects of this program of catecheti- 
cal studies are prominently stressed: the purpose of all creation in man’s 
formation, and man as the Citizen of the World; the nature of man, psycho- 
logically and spiritually, and the character of his problem because of this 
nature; how we are called from error and vanity to knowledge of the truth, 
from slavery to liberty, from impiety to piety, from injustice to justice, and 
from eternal death to eternal life. The Patriarchs selected as “glorified” are, 
except Job, precisely those of Philo. How much the Christian has toned down 
the original we cannot say. But what is here is unmistakably the Judaism of 


the Mystery. 


Another bit gives us a further glimpse into the initiation of the catechu- 
men: 


110. I Tim. uy, 4. 

111. The phrase vopotecias diamdgov Sixarmtyeia is very obscure. Donaldson took it to 
mean, “The different dispensations of Thy laws.” Possibly it refers to the different stages in 
the mystic ladder of legislation by each of which a man could be judged. That is, in Philo’s 
group of Cities of Refuge, each city might be conceived as a dixarmtnguov vopotecias, a 
judgment seat, for to get the protection possible from each city the fugitive must conform to 
the standards of that city. A simpler explanation is that it refers to the two types of Law, the 
written and the natural implanted Law. See below, p. 350. 
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FRAGMENT IX 
Constitutiones VIII, vi, 5-8. 


5. Let us all pray fervently unto God for the catechumens, that He who 
is good, He who is the lover of mankind, will mercifully hear their 
prayers and their supplications, and so accept their petitions as to assist 
them and give them those desires of their hearts’* which are for their 
advantage, and reveal to them the gospel of His Christ; give them il- 
lumination and understanding, instruct them in the knowledge of God, 
teach them His commands and His ordinances,”* implant in them His 
pure and saving fear, open the ears of their hearts, that they may exer- 
cise themselves in His Law day and night; 6. strengthen them in piety, 
unite them to and number them with His holy flock; vouchsafe them 
the laver of regeneration,’* and the garment of incorruption, which is 
the true life; and deliver them from all ungodliness, and give no place 
to the adversary against them; and cleanse them from all filthiness of 
flesh and spirit,’ and dwell in them, and walk in them,”* by His 
Christ; bless their goings out and their comings in, and order their 
affairs for their good." 7. Let us still earnestly put up our supplica- 
tions for them, that they may obtain the forgiveness of their transgres- 
sions by their initiation, and so may be thought worthy of the holy 
Mysteries, and of permanent duration along with the saints. 8. Rise up, 
ye catechumens, beg for yourselves the peace of God through His 
Christ, a peaceable day, and one free from sin, and the like for the 
whole time of your life, and your Christian death; a compassionate and 
merciful God; and the forgiveness of your transgressions. Dedicate 
yourselves to the only unbegotten God, through his Christ. Bow me 
your heads and receive the blessing. 


Bousset (p. 484) recognized the kinship of §5 with Fragment VIII, 6, and 
saw that all might well have been said to a Jewish initiate. But he did not 
claim the entire Fragment for Judaism as I am doing, probably because he 
had not the conception of the Jewish Mystery as I have expounded it. In 
view of that Mystery the Judaism of the Fragment as printed above is appar- 
ent. For the piece centers its thought in obedience to the commands and ordi- 
nances, the exercising of oneself in the Law day and night, while the refer- 


112. Ps. xxxvil, 4. 113. Ps. cxix, 12. 
114. Tit. i, 5. 115. II Cor. vii, 1. 
116. II Cor. vi, 16; Lev. xxvi, 12. On this section see below, p. 351. 
117. Ps. cxxi, 8. . 
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ences to Christ throughout are the wooden interpolations by now thoroughly 
familiar. On the whole I do not regard the phrase “laver of regeneration” as 
an insertion.**”* “The garment of incorruption,” suggests I Cor. xv, but this 
is different, for it is a garment put on, not at death, as in Corinthians, but 
at initiation. Certainly we are here presented with a formula for introducing 
initiates into a Jewish legalism, a process which is only possible by the “open- 
ing of the ears of their hearts”; in it they aspire to the garment of incorrup- 
tion, true life. They are cleansed from the filth of body and spirit, obtain 
forgiveness for past sins, get illumination and understanding and permanent 
duration along with the saints. Such it is to be admitted to the Holy Mystery. 
It is notable that the blessing which is given following this Fragment is as 
thoroughly Christian as the preceding was Jewish. So, since the thought is 
throughout Jewish-Mystic, and we know that such Jews used baptism, I see 
no reason for regarding the “laver of regeneration” as a phrase foreign to 
them. 

Another prayer is identified by Bousset*** as Jewish and shown to be so 
close to parts of Fragment I as to require the assumption that both spring 
from a common Jewish original. But this prayer is no less clearly Jewish 
than the other Fragments: 


FRAGMENT X 
Constitutiones VIII, xv, 7-9. 


7.O God Almighty, the true God, to whom nothing can be compared, 
who art everywhere, and present to all things, but art in nothing as a 
thing contained; and art not bounded by place, who art not grown old 
by time, nor bounded by ages; who art not deceived by words; who art 
not subject to generation, and wantest no guard; who art above all cor- 
ruption, free from all change, and invariable by nature; who inhabitest 
light inaccessible;**® who art by nature invisible, and yet art known to 
all reasonable natures who seek after Thee with a good mind, and art 
comprehended by those that seek after Thee with a good mind; the 
God of Israel, Thy people which truly see, and which have believed in 
Christ: 8. Be gracious to me, and hear me, for Thy name’s sake, and 
bless those that bow down their necks unto Thee, and grant them the 
petitions of their hearts, which are for their good, and do not reject 
any one of them from Thy kingdom; but sanctify, guard, cover, and 
assist them; deliver them from the adversary and every enemy; keep 


t17a. See below, p. 351. 118. pp. 478 £. 
119. I Tim. vi, 16. 
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their houses, and guard their comings in and their goings out."”” 9. For 


to Thee belongs the glory, praise, majesty, worship, and adoration, and 
to Thy Son Jesus, Thy Christ, our Lord and God and King, and to the 
Holy Ghost, now and always, for ever and ever. Amen. 


The Philonic character of this address to God needs no further exposition. 
It is interesting to note that Israel as the race that “sees God” reappears here 
as in Fragment II. God is here specifically conceived as “dwelling in unap- 
proachable light.” But again the expression is so essential a part of the type 
of deity being described that I feel like Bousset disinclined to regard it as a 
phrase from I Tim. vi, 16. 

Bousset has rightly recognized the Jewish origin of the following prayer in 
view of its general parallels to the fragments already given, and especially 
to Fragment VII, 6f. It is part of the prayer given in the Constitutions for 
the consecration of a Bishop: 


FRAGMENT XI 
Constitutiones VIII, v, 1-4. 
1. O Thou the great Being, O Master, Lord, God, the Almighty, who 


alone art unbegotten, and ruled over by none;*** who always art, and 
art before the world; who standest in need of nothing in any way, and 
art above ail cause and beginning; who only art true, who only art 
wise; who only art the most high; who art by nature invisible; whose 
gnosis is without beginning; who only art good, and beyond compare; 
who knowest all things before they are; who art acquainted with the 
most secret things; who art inaccessible, and without a superior; 2. the 
God and Father of Thy only Son, our God and Saviour; the Creator 
of the whole world by Him; whose providence provides for and takes 
the care of all; the Father of mercies, and God of all consolation ;*” 
who hath His seat on high’** and yet lookest to the things below: 3. 
Thou who didst appoint the rules of the church, by the coming of Thy 
Christ in the flesh; of which the Holy Ghost is the witness, by Thy 
apostles, and by us the bishops, who by Thy grace are here present; 
Thou who hast foreordained priests from the beginning for the gov- 
ernment of Thy people—Abel in the first place, Seth and Enos, and 
Enoch and Noah, and Melchizedek and Job; 4. who didst appoint 


120. Ps. cxxi, 8. 
121. I Tim. i, 17, ideological parallel; also Mat. xix, 17. 
122. II Cor. 1, 3. 123. Ps. cxili, 5. 
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Abraham, and the rest of the patriarchs, with Thy faithful servants 


Moses and Aaron, and Eleazar and Phineas; who didst choose from 
among them rulers and priests in the tabernacle of Thy testimony; who 
didst choose Samuel for a priest and a prophet; who didst not leave 
Thy sanctuary without ministers; who didst delight in those whom 
Thou chosest to be glorified in. 


The list of saints given here has become familiar from the foregoing Frag- 
ments. Here a new and striking element is added, that they all, including 
Abel, Seth, Enos, Enoch, Noah, Job, Abraham and the succeeding Patriarchs, 
and Moses, were priests. This is a list of priests that could have come only 
from the Mystery, by whose Judaism alone they were accounted such. I may 
hazard the suggestion that this prayer is taken from the consecration of a 
“priest,” Presbyter, or hierophant in the Jewish Mystery. A more fitting 
prayer for such a consecration could hardly have been framed. 

The following brief prayer is one for use in the cases of post-baptismal 
sinners who present themselves as penitents: 


FRAGMENT XII 
Constitutiones VIII, 1x, 8-9. 


8. Almighty, eternal God, Master of the whole world, the Creator and 
Governor of all things, who hast exhibited man as the ornament of the 
world,” zhrough Christ, and didst give him a Law both naturally im- 
planted and written, that he might live according to Law, as a rational 
animal; and when he had sinned, Thou gavest him Thy goodness as a 
pledge in order to repentance: Look down upon these persons who 
have bended the neck of their soul and body to Thee; for Thou desirest 
not the death of a sinner, but his repentance, that he turn from his 
wicked way and live.’” 9. Thou who didst accept the repentance of the 
Ninevites, who willest that all men be saved, and come to the acknowl- 
edgment of the truth;** who didst accept of that son who had con- 
sumed his substance in riotous living," with the bowels of a father, on 
account of his repentance; do Thou now accept of the repentance of 

124. x0OHOV xdopLOoV, see Frag. VI, 6. 125. Ezek. xxxiii, 11. 

126. We have met this phrase frequently. I Tim. ii, 1-5a is a liturgical call to, and instruc- 
tion for, prayer quite in accord with these Jewish Prayers. The Christian element there begins 
at the identification of Christ with the peottns deot. The preceding part seems a rehearsal of 
the typical Jewish Hellenistic call to prayer such as is here made familiar. Hence it seems that 


this statement is as likely to be original here as in I Tim. 
127. Luke xv, 13, 20. 
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Thy supplicants: for there is no man that will not sin;*”* for if Thou, 
O Lord, markest iniquities, O Lord, who shall stand? For with Thee 
there is propitiation.*”” 


Again we are struck by the fact that this prayer is thoroughly Jewish in 
its philosophy of repentance rather than Christian. God, who revealed Him- 
self to man through the two-fold giving of the Law, the vopoc éudutoc and 
the voyloc Ypartéc, gave in addition, for the benefit of those who might slip 
into sin, his ayaSotnc. To this aya8otnc the penitents come as supplicants. 
Of course this ayaSotn¢ may be a reference to Christ, but it is in a strange 
context, and is a still stranger form of reference to Christ for a Christian 
to use. The mention of the two-fold Law so definitely points to the Mystery 
that it is natural to look there for an explanation of the ayaQotyc. Here at 
once comes to mind the third City of Refuge, the Power of Divine Mercy, 
the refuge that is next highest after the two cities of negative and positive 
commands.**° This conception is also based upon the mercy seat of the ark. 
Is not the Goodness of God here the Power of Mercy of the Mystery? Read 
in this serise the prayer is, except for the Christian interpolations, a consistent 
document, consistent both with itself and with a known Jewish philosophy 
of life. 

Bousset*** goes on to analyze a series of short morning and evening prayers 
found in Constitutions, VIII, xxxv-xxxix. I quite agree that they are Jewish, 
but they add so little to the foregoing that I do not print them. It is to be 
noticed that in the prayer at VIII, xxxvii, 5, God again is represented as 
creating man a reasonable animal (Aoyikov CGov) through His Sophia. 

Other interesting material is still left, however. Of the following Frag- 
ment Bousset**? prints as Jewish only the prayer of the “bishop” (§§4 f.). The 
preceding exhortation of the “deacon” seems to me quite as Jewish as the 
other, and I print both together: 


FRAGMENT XIII 
Constitutiones VIII, xli, 2-5. 


2. Let us pray for our brethren that are at rest 22 Christ, that God, the 
lover of mankind, who has received his soul, may forgive him every 
sin, voluntary and involuntary, and may be merciful and gracious to 
him, and give him his lot in the land of the pious that are sent into the 
bosom of Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, with all those that have 


128. I Kings vii, 46. 129. Ps. cxxx, 3, 4. 
130. See above, pp. 252 f. 131. pp. 483 ff. 
132. pp. 485 f. 
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pleased Him and done His will from the beginning of the world, 
whence all sorrow, grief, and lamentation are banished.*** Let us arise, 
let us dedicate ourselves and one another to the eternal God, through 
that Logos which was in the beginning."** 3. And let the bishop say: 
4. O Thou who art by nature immortal, and hast no end of Thy being, 
from whom every creature, whether immortal or mortal, is derived; 
who didst make man a rational creature, the citizen of this world, in 
his constitution mortal, and didst add the promise of a resurrection; 
who didst not suffer Enoch and Elias to taste of death; the God of 
Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob,*** who art the God 
of them, not as of dead, but as of living persons:**° for the souls of all 
men live with Thee, and the spirits of the righteous are in Thy hand, 
which no torment can touch;** for they are all sanctified under Thy 
hand:*** 5. do Thou now also look upon this Thy servant, whom Thou 
hast selected and received into another state, and forgive him if volun- 
tarily or involuntarily he has sinned, and afford him merciful angels, 
and place him in the bosom of the Patriarchs, and prophets, and apos- 
iles, and of all those that have pleased Thee from the beginning of the 
world, where there is no grief, sorrow, nor lamentation; but the peace- 
able region of the godly, and the land of the upright that is dedicated 
to Thee, and of those that therein see the glory of Thy Christ; by whom 
glory, honor, and worship, thanksgiving, and adoration be to Thee, in 
the Holy Spirit, for ever. Amen. 


This material seems to me thoroughly Jewish. The emphasis upon the dis- 
tinction between voluntary and involuntary offences against the law is one 
of the outstanding points which Philo has in common with normative Juda- 
ism,1°* but it was not a distinction that could have meant much to, or been 
useful for, a Christianity which had abandoned legalism. So I cannot im- 
agine a Christian as the author of the prayer. For the character of the Juda- 
ism whence the Fragment came the quotation from Wisdom is significant. 

This is the last of the Fragments which Bousset has selected as being defh- 


133. Is. xxxv, IO. 134. John i, 1. 135. Ex. iu, 6. 

136. Mat. xxii, 32. For my reasons for not indicating this as a quotation from Matthew, see 
below, p. 355- 

137. Wisd., iii, 1. 

138. Deut. xxxili, 3. Bousset stops here. The rest seems to me just as Jewish as the pre- 
ceding. 

139. On the distinction as made in normative Judaism see G. F. Moore, Judaism, I, 463. 
For Philo see Fug., 85f., where it is a distinction known only to initiates in the Mystery, 
together with the mystic salvation for inadvertent sinners offered by the Cities of Refuge as 
Powers (see above, p. 251). 
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nitely of Jewish origin. He has been very conservative, and left some room 
for doubt about a few, especially about Fragment XIII. He warns that all 
this liturgy in its Christian form may be a privately constructed liturgy of 
arbitrary character, and so be quite misleading if one leaps too quickly to 
generalizations about the influence of Jewish liturgy upon the Christian 
cultus. Into that problem we shall go more thoroughly in a later study. Here 
that question is of slight importance compared with the fact that, whether 
the Christian liturgist was working privately or officially, he has actually 
preserved for us very large remains from a Hellenistic Jewish liturgy, a 
liturgy which is inconceivable without an established sect that produced it 
for use. : 

Before going on to a closer study of the ideology of the Fragments three 
more must be quoted which seem to me to belong in the collection, but 
which Bousset, in his cautious first statement, did not consider.**® 

First is the prayer to be offered, according to the Christian order, immedi- 
ately after participating in the Eucharist. 


FRAGMENT XIV 
Constitutiones VII, xxvi, 1-3. 


1. After the participation, give thanks in this manner: 2. We thank 
Thee, O God and Father of Jesus our Savior, for Thy holy Name, 
which Thou hast made to inhabit among us; and that knowledge, faith, 
love, and immortality which Thou hast given us through Thy Son 
Jesus. 3. Thou, O Almighty Master, the God of the universe, hast 
created the world, and the things that are therein, by Him; and hast 
planted a Law in our souls, and beforehand didst prepare things for 
the convenience of men. O God of our holy and blameless fathers, 
Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob,"** Thy faithful servants; Thou, O God, 
who art powerful, faithful, and true, and without deceit in Thy 
promises. 


In view of the other Fragments, the Jewish origin of this part of the prayer 
is as clear as the Christian inspiration of the rest, which I have not printed. 
The thanks to the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are here offered be- 
cause He has given men his holy Name, has created the world, and planted 
a Law in men’s souls, and is faithful in His promises. This was certainly a 


140. Like Bousset (p. 488) I shall be content with merely mentioning the possibility that the 
great prayer of Manasseh (Ap. Const. II, xxii, 12-14) is a real Jewish prayer. It may also, from 
the context, be a free composition, so it is not here included. 

141. Exod. iii, 16. 
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Jew’s approach to God. The whole of the remainder of the prayer seems to 
me a Christian development built upon this typically Jewish opening. 

The following is another Jewish incipit to a prayer. Its Judaism seems 
sufficiently attested by the fact that all the provision it knows for the soul 
is the Laws of God: 


FRAGMENT XV 
Constitutiones VIII, xvi, 3. 


O Lord Almighty, our God, who hast created all things by Christ, and 
dost appropriately take care of the whole world by Him; for He who 
had power to make different creatures,'*? has also power to take care 
of them, according to their different natures; on which account, O God, 
Thou takest care of immortal beings simply by protecting them, but 
of those that are mortal by subordinate agency’“"—of the soul by the 
provision of Laws, of the body by the supply of its natural wants. 


The whole reads perfectly as a Jewish prayer if one supply “Logos,” in 
place of the “Christ” or, changing the genders, “Sophia.” 

The following, the last, seems again Jewish for its address to the God of 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, and its general tone. It is interesting as one of 
the few cases where the original reference to creation through the Logosshas 
not been changed by the Christian redactor to “Christ.” 


FRAGMENT XVI 
Constitutiones VIII, xl, 2-4. 


2. We give thanks to Thee, O Lord Almighty, the Creator of the whole 
world, and its Preserver, zhrough Thy only Son Jesus Christ our Lord 
for the first-fruits which are offered to Thee, not in such a manner as 
we ought, but as we are able. 3. For what man is there that can worthily 
give Thee tharks for those things Thou hast given them to partake of? 
The God of Abraham, and of Isaac, and of Jacob, and of all the saints, 
who madest all things fruitful by Thy Logos, and didst command the 
earth to bring forth various fruits for our rejoicing and our food; who 
hast given to the duller and more sheepish sort of creatures food— 
herbs to them that feed on herbs, and to some flesh, to others seeds, but 
to us corn, as advantageous and proper food, and many other things— 


142. Wisd., vi, 8. 143. 51ad0xqj, literally “by succession.” 
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some for our necessities, some for our health, and some for our pleas- 
ure. 4. On all these accounts, therefore, art Thou worthy of hymns of 
praise for Thy beneficence to all, by Christ, through whom glory, 
honor, and worship be to Thee, in the Holy Spirit, for ever. Amen. 


The Jewish origin of these Fragments was made certain by Bousset’s 
analysis, as well as their strong Hellenization. We have seen that Hellenistic 
Judaism was not a unit, for it was divided between the normative literalists 
and the allegoristic or mystic Jews. In the few comments on the Fragments 
made up to this point it is clear that they seem to me to be the product of 
specifically mystic Judaism, a conclusion which can be justified only by an 
analysis of the theology and general ideology of the Fragments themselves. 

The doctrine of God is the one most fully represented. In as much as 
mystic Judaism was still Judaism, there were many conceptions of Deity, 
and terms of address to Him, that it had in common with normative Juda- 
ism. That God is the Almighty (mavtoxpatue),*** that he dwells on high,**° 
that He is the Creator,'** is holy,’*’ the giver of Laws,*** the only True, the 
only Wise, the only Good, the only Most High;**® that He is compassion- 
ate,*°° cares for man,*** hears supplications,*** is without a superior,*** knows 
the future,*** and all secret things,*** is omnipresent,*** is ruled by no one,**’ 
—this is the God of Judaism of all kinds and ages. So Jews have from time 
immemorial prayed to “the God of our holy and blameless fathers, and of 
those before us; the God of Abraham, and of Isaac, and of Jacob.’*** But 
other descriptions of God than these are represented. 

Fragment X, for example, addresses God as normative ritual cannot be 
conceived as doing. That address begins with the familiar “Oh God Al- 
mighty, the true God, to whom nothing can be compared,” but goes on to 
phrases of quite a different sort. “Who art everywhere and present to all 
things, but art in nothing as a thing contained, who art not bounded by 
place.”**® This is an orientation of the Jewish doctrine of divine omnipres- 


144. Frag. I, 1; V, 2; XVI, 2; etc. On this conception in normative Judaism, see G. F. Moore, 
Judaism, 1, 374-380. 


145. Frag. XI, 2. 146. Frag. I, 10; XI, 2; XII, 8; XV, 3. 
147. Frag. I, 9. 148. Frag. I, 10; II, 4; XII, 8; XV, 3. 
149. Frag. XI, 1. 150. Frag. IX, 8; XI, 2. 

151. Frag. IV, 7; XII, 2. 152. Frag. V, 2. 


153. Frag. XI, 1. 

154. Frag. XI, 1. God’s knowledge of the future is the presupposition of all prophecy. 

155. Ib., Frag. V, 2. Cf. G. F. Moore, Judaism, I, 373 f. 

156. Frag. X, 7. On God’s omnipresence in normative Judaism, see G. F. Moore, Judaism, 
I, 370. 

157. Frag. XI, 1. 158. Frag. V, 2. Cf. XVI, 3; XIV, 3. 
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ence with philosophical conceptions of space, primarily of the sort that dis- 
tinguishes Philo from normative thought. G. F. Moore was quite right in 
denying any trace of philosophical interest in the normative doctrine of 
omnipresence.** But Philo would say: 


God is not somewhere (nov), for He is not contained (megtéyetat), but contains 
the universe (tO maQv); but that which came into being is in a place (év tOm@), 
for it must itself be contained but not contain.1® 


The author of this Fragment was thus thinking, at least at this point, of the 
hellenized Deity of Philo. After denial of God’s spatiality, the liturgist goes 
on to deny His temporality. “Who art not made old by time nor bounded 
by the ages” (0 aiGow pn mepatoupyevoc). Philo also stresses the fact that, 
while God is the grandfather of time (since time is the son of the cosmos, 
and the cosmos of God), the category “future” has no application to God. 


God has put the bounds (mégata) of the ages (tv yQOvwv) beneath Himself. 
For the Life (Btog) of God is not time (yQovoc) but is the archetype and eternal 
pattern of time. And in eternity (év at@vi) there is no past nor future, but only 
present existence.’ It is forbidden to say that God was not antecedent, or that 


He came into being at any time (G0 tivoc yQdvou Yevouevov) or that He does 
not continue through all ages (dtatwviCovta.) 1% 


The next phrase of Fragment X explains that God is “not deceived by 
words,” which does little to help identify the kind of Judaism implied. But 
immediately God is definitely hellenized again: “Who art not subject to 
generation, and wantest no guard.” The contrast of God to everything that 
came by generation is too familiar in Philo to need elucidation.*™ It is be- 
cause of this contrast that God is constantly 6 ayevytoc in Philo. That God 
is so self-sufficient as to need no guard seems only a fanciful variant of 
Philo’s oft-repeated assertion that He is so self-sufficient that He needs noth- 
ing whatever.*®° The Philonic form of statement appears elsewhere three 
times in the Fragments.*®° 

“Who art above corruption” (6 $90p&%< avwtepoc), Fragment X con- 
tinues. This description is likewise in the main line of the Mystery. The 
notion that this life because of its material associations, is corruption, and 
that salvation is putting off the corruptible to put on incorruption has ap- 
peared as one of the earliest Orphic motifs carried on in Hellenistic Judaism 


unbrokenly through Philo.** 
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“Free from all change (0 tpomfj¢ averidextoc) and invariable by nature 
(0 pucet avahdowwtoc)” are the next apostrophes. This is by no means a 
conception derived from the normative Judaism of the time, which has no 
hint in its tradition of the philosophic conception of God as “unchanging.”** 
The conception does appear in such statements as that in James i, 17, “The 
Father of lights, with whom can be no variation (mapadAayy), neither 
shadow cast by turning (tporijc drtooxiaoua),” but this, from the material 
discussed, is obviously a reflection of the Mystic Deity of Hellenistic Juda- 
ism.** Indeed the idea of “unchangeableness” is essentially foreign to the 
strongly personalized God of Palestine. But it appears again in the Lit- 
urgy,’’’ and is one of the constants of the Mystery. According to Philo God 
is mpdc aAyPetav Eotwc, while the beings “after Him” are subject to teomac 
Kat wetaBoAac mavtoiac.*™ No greater blasphemy could be committed than 
to suppose that the Unchanging changes (atpentov tpemeoGat).'”? While 
unchangeableness is God’s peculiar attribute, it also is the reward of the ulti- 
mate mystic attainment for man.*” 

The prayer continues with the phrase familiar in I Tim. vi, 16, “Who 
inhabitest light inaccessible” (6 Gc olkGv dmpdcitov). The foregoing 
phrases about the immutability of God appeared very close to James i, 17. 
Yet it is a more likely hypothesis that James drew upon a source similar to 
this prayer than that the author or redactor of the prayer had paraphrased 
the New Testament passage.*’* Immediately after it in the Prayer comes this 
phrase which is exactly similar to a phrase in quite another New Testament 
writing. Possibly both are the work of the Christian editor, who paraphrased 
one passage and quoted the other exactly. But that is not a necessary conclu- 
sion. For myself I would see the Timothy passage as a reflection of this very 


V, 497: deov Agthtov gEvpvotvtes. See also Wisd., ii, 23: St. 6 Bedc Extroev tov 
&vbemnov én’ agptugoi¢. Philo protests that it is a travesty to represent the material world 
as dmdaetov and Gyévytov, Som., ii, 283. ’Agtagoia is ddvvatov avigawrw, at least for 
the herd, though the rare men in the Mystery may attain it: Mut., 210, 213. Yet it is a quality 
of the soul which the soul regains when freed from the body and restored to its original condi- 
tion, Som., i, 181. Such was Abraham’s experience at death, Sac., 5. Sophia, the Mystery, further 
teaches that those who cleave to God have dqdagoia here and now, while all other men are 
dead, Fug., 56. So agtagota is the mystic goal, Som., i, 218. For Philo’s extensive use of the 
word in these ways see Leisegang’s Index, s.vv. aptagcia and agtagtos. The Hellenistic 
Jewish treatment of Gpdagotia is so consistently Orphic that it is not surprising to find it at- 
tributed to God in the Orphic fragment quoted by Clem. Alex., Stromata, V, xiv (ed. Stahlin, 
II, 410, 19 ff.) (Kern, Orph. Frag., Frag. 248): &qbitov, abdvatov, Ontov pdovov atava- 
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prayer, or of a similar one, since the ideology is not essentially Christian in 
Timothy, while it is entirely in place as a part of the prayer’s general repro- 
duction of the ideology of the Mystery. True, God as Light does appear in 
the New Testament. But the conception there is definitely Hellenistic, no 
part of normative Judaism or Palestinian Christianity. Yet granted for the 
moment that the phrase in Timothy did not itself come from such a piece 
of Hellenistic Jewish liturgy as this, it is hard to think that the expression 
in the Fragment has come from Timothy. The general method of the Chris- 
tian redactor is obvious and clumsy enough. There is no attempt to alter 
the fundamental Judaism of the prayers by any method other than the 
crudest sort of casual insertion of references to Christ or bits of Christian 
creed. Had the redactor wanted to make the God here being addressed into 
the Christian God he certainly would not have done so simply by inserting 
such phrases as that God inhabits light inaccessible. On the other hand the 
phrase is entirely appropriate and germane as a part of the context, an 
apostrophe of God in purely Hellenistic Jewish concepts, concepts in which 
we have seen that the light figure for God played not only an important but 
an essential part. However the phrase came to Timothy, then, I think it a 
definite part of the original Jewish prayer here. 

Fragment X goes on to state that while God is ti puce1 aopatoc, yet He 
can be known (6 yvwotdc) and mystically apprehended (6 katahapBavo- 
yevoc) by reasoning natures (Aoyikaic @Ucectv) who seek Him pet’ evvoiac. 
The invisibility of God is a concept found three times in the New Testa- 
ment,’”* not once in our records of normative Judaism up to that time. Ac- 
cording to the Old Testament a direct view of God was an experience so 
overpowering that it would be fatal to a human being; but that is a very 
different thing from vce! dopatoc. It appears twice in other Fragments*”® 
and Philo is full of the notion.*” God is 0 aopatoc,'”* and the phrase so 
prevalent from the Orphic mystery, “Himself invisible He yet sees all 
things,”*”® is itself found in Philo.**° That this invisible God is to be appre- 
hended by reason or reasonable beings is again Philonic, though probably 
originally Orphic. Philo has a detailed explanation for the benefit of the 
mystic initiates, ot Mwticéwe yvweipot, of how man can get the apprehension 
(Evvoiav EkaBev) of the invisible God. The explanation is in the fact that 
man is created in the image of God, that is that the human mind (votic) is 
an undivided part, an extension, of the divine soul (puxy)."** Such a vision 
as he here describes is not, of course, possible for all men, but only for one 


175. Col., 1, 15; I Tim. i, 17; Heb. xi, 27. 176. Frags. I, 9; XI, 1. 
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who has made the great change from To kakovouv elc evoiav.’*? The phrase 
here is only one of many to express repentance, and Philo does not elsewhere 
use the word etvoia to describe the state of mind prerequisite for mystic 
achievement: But it is clear that the term was acceptable to him to express 
that prerequisite, as here in the Liturgy. 

The apostrophe of Fragment X closes with calling upon God as “The God 
of Israel, Thy people who truly see,” that is, the God of the Mystery. 

Discussion of this one Fragment’s address to God has been thus extended 
to show that the thought of God in terms of the Mystery is not sporadic, 
but is the fundamental approach to God. Conceptions common to normative 
Judaism and the Mystery are found, but none that are distinctively norma- 
tive, while whole prayers are based upon purely mystic notions, and at least 
some distinctively mystic elements are absent from none of them. God is 
6 Wovoc ayevvntoc,!®* 6 ndone aitiac kal yevéoewc Kpeittwv,** “the Lord 
God of yvGaic,” “whose yvGoic is without beginning,”** “The Father of 
Sophia,”*** “inaccessible” (amocitoc)."®” One Fragment has it: “For Thou 
art Gnosis which hath no beginning, everlasting sight, unbegotten hearing, 


untaught Sophia, the first by nature, alone in being, and beyond all num- 
ber.”?°8 


The God of these prayers is thus the God of Philo and the Mystery. 

With God the Fragments give us two formulations of His radiating pow- 
ers, the Logos and the Sophia. That the two are ultimately identical appears 
in the following, the fullest passage describing the conception: 


Thou didst beget Him, Thy only Son, before all ages by thy will, Thy power, 
and Thy goodness, without any agency, the only Son, God the Logos, the living 
Sophia, the first born of every creature, the angel of Thy great counsel, and Thy 
High-Priest, but the King and Lord of every intelligible and sensible nature, who 
was before all things, by whom are all things.1®® 


The hymn goes on to describe creation by the Logos, but we must stop to 
examine this passage. The Philonic character of each phrase cannot be at- 
tested by exact parallels, though many of them are Philonic. So there is no 


182. Som., ii, 108. See the context. 183. Frag. VII, 6. Cf. VIII, 2; XI, 1. 

184. Frag. XI, 1. 

185. Frag. I, 9. The “Lord God of knowledge,” xvguog deog yvmoewv (I Sam. ii, 3), 
meant something to the Greek reader, as this passage shows, that the Hebrew original did not 
suggest. The original psalm meant simply that God knows all things. The change of meaning, 
like so many in the LXX, seems a deliberate attempt to put mystic meaning into the original 
text. 

186. Frag. I, 10. 

187. Frag. XI, 1. Cf. Philo, Post., 169. The conception, if not the term, is originally Orphic, 
for the Orphic original of Aristobulus (see above, pp. 279 f.) enlarges at considerable length on 
how God is shut off from men on His throne. 
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exact parallel to the statement that God begat the Logos, though Philo fre- 
quently calls the Logos the “first begotten Son,”**° and God the “Begettor of 
all things.”*** Philo does not state, since he does not describe the begetting 
of the Logos, that God begat Him without a mediator. But since to him the 
Logos is the great mediator by which or whom God began creation and then 
created everything else, it is quite in harmony with his thought that the first 
begetting, the projection of His power in the form of the Logos, should be 
“without mediation.” True in some passages of Philo the Logos follows 
Female Principle mythology and is the son of God by Sophia. But we have 
seen that this is not an essential part of Philo’s thinking, since Sophia and 
the Logos were for him only different formulations of the same concept, and 
were really identical.*°’ That the Logos was begotten before all things, and 
before all ages, is implied in the fact that according to Philo the Logos was 
Mewtoyovec uioc, and that all things were created by the instrumentality of 
the Logos, who must thus have been begotten before them. Since time began 
only with the creation of the world, was a “son” of the material world, the 
Logos must have been begotten in the “time” or eternity before time, that 
period which Philo calls, as here, €v TO mp0 aidivoc."** The phrase mowtoto- 
KO¢ Maonc KTIoewc seems only a variant of Philo’s mpwtdyovoc. 

The Logos as 8¢0¢ without the article is familiarly Philonic.*** He is the 
“angel of thy great counsel,” a phrase from the Septuagint of Is. ix, 6. Philo 
frequently calls the Logos the Angel or Archangel of God,*®* so that the 
conception is quite in harmony with his thinking. But the phrase here, if it 
is not a Christian interpolation to link the passage with one of the favorite 
“Messianic” statements, comes from a Hellenistic Jew who drew upon the 
prophets for phraseology as Philo preferred not to do. The Logos as the 
High-Priest in Philo has been so much discussed that further demonstration 
of its place in his thinking is unnecessary. The Philonic character of the 
thought of the Logos in the Fragment is fully attested by the statement that 
the Logos is “King and Lord of every intelligible and sensible nature.” The 
division of reality into n vonty pucic and y aio&ytH uotc is conspicuously 
in accordance with his thought,**° and the Logos as King and Lord is like- 
wise familiar.?®’ 


190. E.g., Agr., 51; Conf., 146: TEWTOYOVOS. 

191. Heres, 36, 157. God is 6 yevvious matne (Cher., 23) (see Leisegang’s Index, s.v. 
yevvav, 1, 6 ded yevvG). 
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are only figurative, since Sophia was identical with the Logos. So more accurately Philo says 
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The impression that the passage leaves as a whole is that it is definitely in 
accord with the thought of Philo, but shows no signs of being drawn from 
Philo himself, since the phraseology is so often different from his. It is the 
product of other Jewish “initiates.” The impression grows as one goes on to 
the description of creation through the Logos. The grades of angels, as will 
be seen,*** appear there in a way impossible for Philo. Thus far Isaiah has 
been drawn upon, and mpwtotoKoc substituted for Philo’s newrdyovec. Have 
we then a Jewish statement at all, or a Christian one, since the Logos is here 
also povoyevnc as in John i, 18, is the High-Priest as in Hebrews, is 6 mpo 
mavtwy as in Col. i, 17, mewtdotoKkoc¢ maonc KTigewe as in Col. i, 15, is SV ot 
ta mavta as in I Cor. viii, 6? Any of these phrases, it must at once be ad- 
mitted, may have been introduced by the redactor. Indeed the phrase povo- 
Yevnc vidc may come from the Fourth Gospel, since that was a common 
reading of the passage in the Fourth Century,**? and Funk may be right in 
regarding viov povoyevii, Aoyov Gov as a direct reflection of the Johannine 
Logos passage. There is no part of the Jewish liturgy that would be so apt 
to be “adapted” by the Christian redactor as the Logos passages. We have 
seen that many of the Logos references, dia AOyou or Adyw have been 
changed to 81a Xpiotot or XpiotH. The Logos passage we are considering 
escaped with at least relatively slight emendation perhaps because the incar- 
nation was to be described in the prayer intended immediately to follow this 
one. The other terms which have New Testament parallels are all thoroughly 
Philonic in meaning, and except for the two phrases in Colossians, represent 
a wide scattering of sources. Yet while Christian editing of the Logos pas- 
sage is to be expected, the sort of editing before us is not what we should 
have anticipated from a Christian. For if these phrases are additions or sub- 
stitutions (as of pyovoyevnc for an original mpwroyovec) it is amazing that 
an editor has done so much without putting in a single phrase that would 
make the passage distinctively Chiistian, particularly since the editor (or 
editors) has shown no finesse at all in his blunt insertion of Christian mate- 
rial elsewhere. For even povoyevyc¢ simply describes the Logos as a unique 
being, and we have seen that the word was used in Wisdom, apparently 
from the original Orphic usage.” With povoyevne in its proper sense Philo, 
like Wisdom, could have had no difficulties whatever. Whether the passage 
stands now as it was originally written cannot, it seems, be positively affirmed 
or denied. But this much can be said: the Logos as here presented is still 
quite in accord with the Jewish Mystic Logos, and for all the possibility of 


198. See below, p. 344. 

199. See note to John i, 18 by W. Bauer in Handbuch zum Neuen Testament (1912). On 
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insertion of phrases from Christian documents, has not in any way been 
Christianized. The more natural assumption seems then to be that the Chris- 
tian redactor has not altered the original Hellenistic Jewish Logos passage, 
and that the New Testament parallels are to be more easily understood as 
drawn from such a source as this, than as themselves the source of the state- 
ments here. 

Other passages on the Logos are of less significance. Fragment I, 5f,, 
speaks of the Logos as the Creator, and apparently went on to say, though 
“Logos” becomes “Christ,” that as a result one should pray to God through 
the Logos. Of this last we cannot be certain. Fragment XIII, 2, speaks of 
dedicating oneself to God through the Logos which was in the beginning 
(Sia ToU év dex Adyou). Again there is the difficult problem of knowing 
whether this is an originally Hellenistic Jewish phrase, or a reflection of the 
Fourth Gospel. There is no reason why it could not have been Jewish, since 
Harris is certainly right in seeing the Sophia who was ev apxjj as the ulti- 
mate ancestor of the language of the Prologue,’ and the similarity to 
Philo’s use of dexn has been long familiar.2°? Yet the fact that the prayers 
have undergone a Christian revision makes it always possible that such a 
phrase is a later insertion. 

On the whole, then, the Logos passages are for our purpose quite disap- 
pointing. Nothing is said of the Logos to which Philo would not have 
agreed. There is no hint, except in credal insertions, of anything resembling 
a trinitarian treatment of the conception, or of any personalizing of it be- 
yond what Philo could himself have allowed. Yet it must be said that there 
is nothing about the Logos that any Christian might not have written, while 
New Testament phrases are quite abundant. What makes me confident that 
the Logos passages are almost entirely in the form in which a Hellenistic 
Jew originally wrote them is the fact that their meaning for Christianity is 
as indirect, their vagueness as strange, as their meaning and formulation are 
direct and natural for the Mystery. But more distinctive material will again 
appear in connection with other aspects of the theology of the prayer. 

Sophia in the Fragments is the daughter of God.’ She is “creative” 
(Evtexvoc), and dispenses, like the Logos,’ the Providence of God, giving 
to each type of created being the right sort of providence. In the creation of 
man, when God said, “Let us make,” he was addressing Sophia.”°® She was 
herself “created” (ktioQeioa) by God, and knowledge of her is the objective 
of the Jewish festivals.?°° 

These statements suggest the Mystery. To call Sophia the daughter of God 
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goes further than Proverbs, while that she is the vehicle of God’s providence 
and the objective of the festivals goes quite beyond what we find about her 
in normative Judaism. The fact that Sophia and the Logos were both so 
important as to appear in the very prayers of the group shows that much 
more must lie behind these scattered phrases than one would dare to try to 
formulate. The thinking of a group must very thoroughly have solidified 
around an idea before it can find its way into formal liturgy like this. 
Beneath the Logos-Sophia, the liturgy makes clear, were the angelic hosts. 
The Logos?” or the Sophia,”°* as Creator, began, before actual creation (mp 
Mavtwv) to act as the medium for the making of cherubim and seraphim, 
the aeons and hosts, the powers and authorities, the principalities and 
thrones, the archangels and angels.”°° This statement follows the somewhat 
detailed description of the Logos that has been discussed, where New Testa- 
ment phraseological parallels, especially parallels to Colossians i, 15, 17, ap- 
peared.”*° It is therefore of interest to note that Funk marks “authorities, 
principalities, and thrones” (efovolac, dpxac Te kai Spdvouc) as a quotation 
from Col. i, 16: é€v avt@ éxtio®y ta mavta év Toic oUpavoic Kal émi Tic yc, 
Ta OpaTa kal Ta dopata, elte Godvoi cite kuploTyTEc Elte doxal cite eFouota. 
The similarity of the two is admittedly great. But if the Prayer is here an 
expansion of the Colossians passage, why did the author omit the kupiotTnTec, 
since he was not content with the Colossians list anyway, and more than 
doubles the number of types of heavenly beings named by the author of the 
Epistle? Furthermore it is obvious that the liturgical list is definitely graded 
by rank downwards, while the list in Colossians reverses the order. It is clear 
that the liturgist had another list of the heavenly beings which he is follow- 
ing, one that did not contain the kupiotytec, but did contain the other three 
which also appear in Colossians. The same conclusion seems to me to be 
true for two other lists. The list in Fragment I, 3, after the cherubim and 
seraphim of the Kedusha, names archangels, thrones, dominions, principali- 
ties, authorities, and powers. The orders named between the archangels and 
powers are exactly those of Colossians, yet the list as a whole is not from 
Colossians. The complete list appears, in ascending order, in Fragment VII, 
27. Obviously the Colossians list is only an excerpt from the accepted angelic 
hierarchy of Hellenistic Judaism. Such a list is preserved, in the order of 
Colossians, but complete, in II Enoch xxi, 1. 
_ The presence of these heavenly beings in the liturgy presents one of the 
most interesting divergencies from Philonic Judaism. Philo, from his Sad- 
ducean background, conspicuously omits all this type of angelology,”** and 
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simplifies the Light-Stream by restricting it to the Logos and the Powers. 
Angels do appear casually, but only as logoi, temporarily specific manifesta- 
tions of the Stream. Ta ddépata are to him ta voyta, not specifically an 
angelic choir. It is of great interest to see that the Mystery had apparently 
great variety of details. The fundamental conceptions of God, the Logos, 
Sophia, and the Stream, of man, the world, and salvation, of the Law and 
the Patriarchs, will appear quite the same in the Liturgy as in the Hellenistic 
Jewish sources we have been discussing. But as Philo so definitely follows 
what we know of the Sadducean tradition about angels, personal immor- 
tality, personal liberty, and the unique authority of the Pentateuch, it is 
highly likely that other Jews would conform just as closely to the peculiar 
Pharisaic positions, without being in general restricted to the Pharisaism of 
Palestine for their ideology any more than Philo was restricted to the thought 
world of the Palestinian Sadducee. From this point of view what we may 
call “Pharisaic” Hellenistic Judaism would use the Psalms and Prophets as 
Philo did not, would accept the Pharisaic angelology, determinism, and as- 
piration for personal immortality, while still, like Philo, taking these peculiar 
sectarian doctrines and incorporating them within Mystic Judaism. The doc- 
trine of determinism does not happen to appear in the liturgical fragments 
we have, possibly because determinism was not, in spite of Paul’s authority, 
generally popular in the Church before Augustine (or after him either for 
that matter), and so such possible passages of the original liturgy would not 
have been preserved by the Christian excerptor. But whether the Jewish 
liturgy originally reflected determinism or not, it is clear that, in distinction 
to Philo’s Sadducean formulation of the Mystery, the liturgy has the other 
Pharisaic points of view. Here we may learn then, I believe, something of 
what it meant for a Hellenistic Jew to be a Pharisee. 

After the creation of the heavenly choir, God through the Logos’ went 
on to create the visible world. In the long passage describing this event, 
Fragment VII, 9-15, the order of creation is: Heaven is stretched as a tent; 
the earth is made and founded upon nothing; then come the firmament, 
night and day, light and shade, the sun, the moon, and the choir of stars to 
hymn God’s majesty. So far the Fragment is in general following the first 
chapter of Genesis. But there are interesting departures. That creation should 
begin with heaven, then earth, then the “firmament,” which in Genesis is 
itself heaven, and here is apparently a Biblical echo without meaning, is itself 
interesting. But the Greek cosmologies have already shown their influence in 
that light and darkness, day and night, are created after the heaven and 
earth, and not before, as in Genesis. Obviously night and day, light and dark, 
are in the author’s mind only to be conceived in connection with what is 
next named, the creation of sun, moon, and stars. Also it is interesting that 
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there has entered the Platonic notion of the stars as a choir, a reflection of 
the music of the spheres described in the Timaeus.”* There are other phrases, 
as indicated in the footnotes to the text above, from Job and the Psalms. 

The story of creation in Fragment VII now takes a new turn. Creation 
of the earth seems to have satisfied the author for the element that goes by 
that name. So he goes on to describe the creation of the other three elements, 
water, air (§10) and fire (§11). The purpose of each is explained from an 
anthropocentric point of view. Water is for drink and cleansing; air to give 
life by breathing and to be the vehicle of sound in speech; fire to give men 
warmth and light. With the creation of the four elements described, the first 
stage in almost all Greek accounts of material creation, the author can now 
return to the Biblical separation of land from sea. Then land is given its 
vegetation, and water is distinguished into two types, the salt sea and the 
fresh water of the springs and rivers (§§13 f.).7** The story of creation closes 
with pointing out the importance for man of all the animal and vegetable 
creatures of the earth (§15). 

Another Fragment”*® explains briefly that the heaven was made as an 
arch upon nothing, and mentions the four elements, the choir of stars, the 
animals and trees. These were all made, or came into existence, “at the 
instrumentality of thy Logos” (tG 04 Aoyw), but here exist to give praise to 
God. The plan of creation assumed is definitely that of the longer passage 
in Fragment VII we have been discussing. Further on God is “the Creator, 
as the cause, of the creation, by a mediator” (§10). 

Another passage on creation appears again in Fragment VI, 1-5. Here the 
story is only a paraphrase of the creation story of Fragment VII, but much 
less hellenized. The four elements are not included, and the story is rather 
geocentric than anthropocentric in its aetiology. It is interesting, as further 
evidence of the lesser degree of hellenization, that the creative agent is here 
not the Logos but Sophia. Creation, in the first sentence, is done “by Christ,” 
which would seem here to represent an original 81a copiac, since Sophia is 
so sharply emphasized in §§5, 6. The angelic hosts are not mentioned as a 
part of the story of creation, nor indeed at all in the Fragment, and the stars 
are not a choir. At the beginning of the creation story of Fragment VII (§7) 
it is stated that creation was made, by the mediation of the Logos, “out of 
not-being” (&k tot yn dvtoc). Fragment VI, 6, like VII, 17, has this phrase 


213. The source of the notion may, of course, be the Pythagoreanism whence Plato himself 
learned it. See Aristotle, De Caelo, II, 290b 12 ff. 
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for the creation of the soul of man, but the universe in Fragment VI, 1, was 
made by the “ordering of disordered parts.” The phrase To py dv is a famous 
one in Greek philosophy. The existence of not-being had been a favorite 
logical debate before Greek logic had finally learned to distinguish between 
the copulative and the existential uses of the verb “to be.” So Plato, against 
Parmenides, could assert the existence of To yy dv as a result of the presence 
of to Gatepov in every quality.”** But it is difficult to take Plato seriously in 
this. Leucippus and Democritus made a more positive use of the conception 
when they asserted that to kevov, space, existed, but as to un dv." The use 
of the phrase for unformed matter is, so far as I know, first clearly attested 
in Plotinus, where matter is T6 yy dv, not absolutely, for it exists, but in the 
Platonic sense of its being étepov tot dvtoc, only. an elkwv To dvtoc.748 
Philo speaks of a yévecic ek TOU un dvtoc etc TO elvai’*® which plants and 
animals follow, and anticipates Plotinus in stating that the contrast between 
the existence of God and of other things is the Siapopa dvtoc te kal uM 
dvtoc.??° Logically, then, matter in its unformed condition would have been 
for him to py dv. Yet he quotes with approval Empedocles’ denial of the 
impossibility of generation éx tol pn dvtoc,”** and describes the material 
cause, UAn, of creation as being ta técoapa otoixeia.””? Bréhier asserts that 
Philo could have known nothing of a creation ex nthilo,’** but to come to 
this conclusion Bréhier gallantly refuses to consider the statement in the 
Armenian De Deo (§6): creatur formaturque materia. The confusion in all 
this is apparent, and further documentation would only add to the confu- 
sion. For the problem of what the Fragment could have meant by creation 
2k ToU uN Svtoc is obviously not being clarified. Was the phrase only a de- 
scription of formless matter, so that the Fragments which talk of creation 
from To uy dv are only using a Platonic jargon for what the other Fragment 
calls “the ordering of disordered parts”? Or was there a real change of 
thought between the two, so that here more philosophical language is refer- 
ring to a creation ex nihilo? Judgment on such a matter can be little more 
than personal opinion. I should guess that the thought has not changed, and 
that in both passages the liturgist had in mind an ordering of unformed 
matter. But definitely the philosophic form of statement in Fragment VII 
about the character of creation shows a greater hellenization than that in 
Fragment VI, just as has appeared to be the case in other details.” 
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The liturgy as we have it seems then to show definite stages of develop- 
ment. It would appear that creation, for liturgical purposes, very early be- 
came a fairly standardized story, made up as much out of phrases from the 
Psalms and Job as from Genesis, though the Genesis account is clearly basic. 
Sophia herself as the agent may be a later addition. Certainly the change of 
the account as found in Fragment VI to include in Fragment VII the for- 
mation of the four elements, the making of the distinction between salt and 
fresh water, the change of the stars into the Platonic or Pythagorean choir, 
the inclusion of the angelic hosts, the alteration of Sophia into Logos, and 
the introduction of creation ék Tot wy dvtoc, all suggest the influexce of 
later currents in Judaism, currents for the most part Hellenistic, while the 
form of the story without these insertions suggests just as definitely an earlier 
stage of Judaism. Since one can hardly visualize a motive for omitting these 
elements to reduce the form of the creation story in Fragment VII to that 
in Fragment VI, it seems right to conclude that Fragment VI has actually 
preserved an earlier form of the prayer. 

Fragment VII, which is proving our best guide to the theology and phi- 
losophy of the Fragments, now goes on in §§16 and 17 to man, his creation 
and nature.22> Man was made a citizen of the world, kooporo\ttyc; he was 
the koopou Kooyoc which probably means that he was, as the ornament, the 
objective of creation, but may imply that he was the microcosm. So he was, 
after consultation with Sophia, made in the image of God. He was made of 
two parts, a soul that was immortal, formed ék tot yn ovtoc,””* and a body 
that was subject to dissolution (oxedaotov) as made up from the four ele- 
ments. Without attempting to justify the inconsistency, I may state that my 
impression is here that the creation of soul, in contrast to that of the world, 
is ex nihilo. However that may be, the statement is clear as to the complete 
dissimilarity of soul and body. Gifts are made to each: to the soul rational 
knowledge, the discovering of piety and impiety, and the observation of 
right and wrong (Sdikatov kai &dikov); to the body the five senses and the 
power of motion. That is, to the soul is given, in Greek terms, implanted 
reason and power to fulfil the prime requirements of Judaism, piety to God 
and righteousness to men. Indeed the treatise goes on in §18 to describe how 
when Adam was formed in Eden God gave him vopoc éugutoc,”” that he 
might have within and for himself the seeds of Beoyvwoia. 

This brief outline is echoed and expanded in other Fragments. That man 
was a citizen of the world is stressed in the highly abbreviated syllabus for 
catechetical instruction.?** In one place the formation of the body and its 
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senses from the seminal drop is described, with the statement that an im- 
mortal soul is given it, so that man emerges as a rational creature. When the 
dissolution comes, a resurrection is promised.””? Again the mind is given, in 
true Philonic sense, to be the charioteer of the soul.”*° For man this life is a 
race course in righteousness (otadiov Sikaioouvnc), for which he is provided 
with yvGoic EuguToc, kpicic guciky, and the admonitions of the Law. From 
all of these alike he learns that this world, with its riches, beauty, and 
strength, is but vapor and vanity, and that only one’s faith can soar to heaven, 
and, returning with truth, seize in anticipation the joy to come, and so make, 
even in our present state, the soul full of joy.*** The voyoc éugutoc, in con- 
trast here to the yparrtéc, also reappears as an original endowment of man.”*? 

The very constitution of man is thus pictured in terms of the Mystery. The 
history of man is similarly regarded. In spite of the original voyoc Eugutoc 
given to him, and the additional revelations made to the early Patriarchs, 
man was found unable to accomplish his destiny. As man was first made, 
‘he had only to obey to be immortal. Because of Adam’s disobedience death 
came upon man. But God could not allow even a disobedient creature to 
suffer utter destruction, so he instituted the resurrection.”** In two pas- 
sages”** the resurrection was instituted by an oath of God, an interesting 
statement for which, as to the oath, I can find no parallels. Bousset showed 
that the prophecy of the resurrection to Adam was a part of Hellenistic Jew- 
ish teaching by his reference to the tradition recorded in the Books of 
Adam.”*° 

After this mention of the beginnings of the hope of resurrection, Frag- 
ment VII goes on to describe the careers of the Patriarchs, to which we shall 
return, and then states that by the time of Moses it had become clear that the 
Law of Nature (6 puoiKoc vouoc), apparently the same as the vouoc Euu- 


229. Frag. IV, 4f. Frag. VII, 20 tells how this was given after the Fall. 
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plete picture of the Mystery would include most of this material. But it is difficult to include 
it with the other evidence now at hand. 


350 By Licut, Licur 


toc, had itself become corrupted. The great sin of men was that they had 
come to think of creation as self-caused, and indeed had made the created 
world itself the equivalent of the God of the universe. Here is precisely the 
arch-heresy against which Philo directs his constant denunciation.”** Appar- 
ently the attraction of Stoic pantheism was so great a danger as to be recog- 
nized thus corporately by the Hellenistic Jewish liturgy. It was this type of 
heresy, the passage goes on to tell us, which necessitated the Mosaic legisla- 
tion, a written (ypantoc) law which was given to assist the Natural (vot- 
Koc) Law, and which declared that God was the creator, and denounced 
polytheism.” This secondary Law, or Decalogue, was pronounced by God 
and written by His hand.”** Man could now be called “instructed by Thy 
laws, improved by Thy statutes.”**? Thus, living by the Law both as im- 
planted and as written, man could “live according to Law as a rational ani- 
mal,”*° that is fulfil his original destiny, for he was created a “rational 
animal,” It is with the idea of the two stages of legislation, the Natural 
Law implanted in man, and its assistant, the written Law, that I connect the 
cryptic phrase from the brief catechetical syllabus, “Let him learn . . . the 
tribunals of Thy legislation.”**? The two types of legislation again strongly 
suggest the Mystery. Sin is, from the legal point of view, conceived of as 
taking two forms, the voluntary and the involuntary. Even God’s provi- 
dence for the spiritual welfare of man is described as being done by a sub- 
ordinate agency, that is by the provision of Laws.”** The Sabbath is, among 
other things, a divine institution to give men time to meditate upon (eic¢ 
peAetyv), or to make investigation (Cntyoic) of, the Laws.”*° 

Man has nevertheless continued to sin. So there is further preparation made 
for him. When the implanted and written Laws together had still not kept 
him from sin, he was given the goodness of God “as a pledge in order to his 
repentance,”’** and God is exhorted to forgive the penitent sinner.*** Man is 
to share in the experience of Abraham, and by the good conscience of faith 
is to pass through the midst of heaven and return with truth and a firmer 
hold upon the joy to come.”** The similarity of the gift of the “goodness” of 
God to Philo’s Power of Mercy nas already been pointed out.”*? The faith 
unfeigned which permits what is obviously the Greek “flight of the mind” 
through the universe to God is also an unmistakable echo of the Mystery. 
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The joy “to come” which the mystic apprehends is here more eschatologically 
described than Philo would have done, but that is of a piece with the whole 
orientation of the Fragments in an active expectation of the resurrection, and 
emphasis upon the future life, essentially foreign to Philo’s Sadducean point 
of view. Yet the conception is none the less mystical or Jewish for this dis- 
crepancy. 

Another passage which describes the goal of pious aspiration is in Frag- 
ment IX, in the Constitutions preserved as a prayer for catechumens. The 
extreme similarity of this Fragment to early Christian points of view, and yet 
its almost complete accord with the Jewish Mystery, portend the importance 
of the Mystery for an understanding of the origin of much of early Chris- 
tian thought. My reasons for regarding the Fragment as Jewish have been 

stated already.”*° The candidate for admission is, it is prayed, to get illumi- 
nation and understanding (wtioyn avtouc kal ouvetion). The first word has 
no reference to the Christian baptism, for in the Constitutions the prayer has 
no connection with baptism. The second word is taken from the Psalms, for 
in the context we are reminded at once of Ps. cxix, 34. “Give me understand- 
ing and I shall keep Thy Law.” God is besought to give the catechumens 
Seoyvwoia. All this, the Fragment makes clear, is to result in their better 
understanding and keeping the Law. As the prayer goes on it is apparent 
that salvation involves not only the achievement of divine yvGoic, but in- 
cludes a definite initiation into a group, and specific rites. In §6 the aspirant 
is to be “united to .and combined with God’s flocks”; is to be granted the 
laver of regeneration. This expression, found also in Titus iii, 5, would at 
first suggest a Christian interpolation, but I see no reason to call it so. We 
know that the Jews were using baptism within the circles familiar to the 
compiler of the Constitutions. Baptism is to be followed in the Fragment, 
by the “garment of incorruption,” something not known in Christian cultus, 
but a notion to which all the symbolism of the Mystery has been pointing. 
Putting the two together, I see no reason for supposing that we have gone 
out from Jewish Mystic initiation. By this initiation, we see in §7, candidates 
obtain forgiveness for their transgressions, and so become worthy of the holy 
mystic teachings (uvotypia), and of permanent duration along with the 
saints (ueta t&v ayiwv diayovy). The candidate is to pray to be kept from 
sin through all his life and to receive Christian death (what the original of 
this last phrase could have been I shall not guess). He is to dedicate himself 
to the only unbegotten God through His Logos (the probable original of 
the “Christ” here). All of these phrases were given Christian content by the 
Church, but as they stand there is no indication that a Christian originally 
conceived them. Nor are the “saints” (ayio1) an indication of Christianity. 


250. See above, p. 331. The Power of Mercy seems suggested again in another connection. See 
below, p. 352. 
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By entrance into the “Mysteries,” the Fragment says, one comes to partake in 
the “duration,” Siayovy, along with the saints. This experience is in the pres- 
ent, not eschatological. Who are these saints? For the answer to this we must 
look to the Fragments. In one passage God is God of the saints, who are 
sanctified by His hands.** This sounds like the God of the Patriarchs, a 
suspicion that is confirmed by the fact that it is specifically the Patriarchs 
and their successors who were according to another passage, “sanctified by 
Thy hand.”?*? Further we notice that Moses is God’s ayioc 8epanwv,?* 
while the “saints in every generation” are in the catechetical syllabus listed 
by name as the great Patriarchs and their successors.*** The saints then are 
the Patriarchs who partake in a dtapovy, a “duration.” This term is peculiar, 
but its meaning seems to me to be clear from a striking passage in Philo 
where he speaks of the duration of virtue. 


Let us pray then that, like a central pillar in a house, there may constantly re- 
main (Stapevetwv) for the healing of our maladies the righteous mind in the soul, 
and in the human race the righteous man; for while he is sound and well, there 
Is no cause to despair of the prospect of complete salvation, for our Saviour God 
holds out, we may be sure, the most all-healing remedy, His Power of Mercy, and 
commits it to His suppliant and worshipper to use for the deliverance of those 
who are sickly, that He may apply it as an embrocation to those soul-wounds 
which were left gaping by the sword-edge of follies and injustices and all the 
rest of the horde of vices. The most patent example is righteous Noah, who, when 
so many parts of the soul had been swallowed up by the great Flood, valiantly 
riding upon the waves that buoyed him up, stood firm high above every peril, 
and when he had come safe through all, put forth from himself fair roots and 
great, out of which there grew up like a plant wisdom’s breed and kind; which, 
attaining goodly fertility, bore those threefold fruits of the seeing one, even of 
“Israel,” that mark the threefold divisions of eternity, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob; 
for in the All virtue is, shall be, has been:?55 


The Power of Mercy is here depicted as a constant, a diayovy, extended 
into mankind as a saving force in the form of the lives of the virtuous men 
in each generation. The Power of Mercy appeared already in the Fragments 
as the gift of God after the Law. The outstanding examples of this Siayovy 
given by Philo are the Patriarchs. They are great Saviors, but in a sense 
types of the mystic salvation which comes to every generation through their 
successors. The great Siayovy of the Fragment would seem to be the dura- 
tion of saving virtue projected by the Power of Mercy through the Patriarchs 
and their successors, and the initiate comes into the condition of himself 
being one of the contemporary manifestations of that Stayovy, a part of the 
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great succession. The idea is familiarly Jewish, and is found in several other 
Fragments.”** Its counterpart in Christianity is the notion that God saves 
the race because of the presence in it of the few saints, “the seed of the 
Christians, which God recognized as a cause in nature.”?*" 

If this Fragment is originally Jewish, as seems indisputable, the implica- 
tion is inevitable that there was an actual initiation into a Jewish Mystery, as 
certain passages of Philo indicated,”** the initiation which the Pseudo-Jus- 
tinian convert celebrated.’ The initiation involved a baptism, or a wTiopoc, 
a putting on of a garment of incorruption, a “flight of the mind” through 
the heavens to God, and a return with a new and superhuman grasp of 
truth and life which made the initiate a member of that inner group of saints 
which, from the Patriarchs down, was the source of racial and personal 
Siayovy. The legalism which they have is taught them directly by God, and 
they become members of God’s holy flock. 

It is a short step indeed to regarding the initiates as having become Israel- 
ites of the type which “truly see.” A passage, already discussed in part, may 
now be again considered.” It seemed that the most natural reading of a 
sentence in Fragment II (§2) was: “For by Him [the Logos or Sophia] 
Thou hast led <us>*® to Thyself for a peculiar people, that is, the true Israel, 
beloved of God, the one that sees God.” Bousset regarded the word aAnfivev 
of the phrase “the true Israel” as a Christian interpolation. But the very fact 
that the fragment mentions Israel as “seeing God” shows that we are in the 
world of the Mystery, which has throughout appeared to be an esoteric group 
within Judaism. Philo nowhere calls this group the “true” Israel, but he 
obviously thought of it as such. For he insists that “nobility” is a matter of 
mystic initiation into the lives of the Patriarchs rather than of blood descent 
from them,”® so that many of the Patriarchs’ own children were not of the 
elect race?** while Gentiles who have this “nobility” are the ones who will 
get the reward.’ Hence it is clear that he really thought of the initiates as 
the “True Israel.” “For besides the fact that the wicked are not members of 
the nobility, I see further that they are all actually its irreconcilable enemies, 
since they have cancelled their ancestral rank (to mpoyovikov d&iwya) and 
have dimmed and extinguished whatever was brilliant in their race.”*° 
Philo could hardly have more plainly implied that there were Jews and 

256. Frag. III; IV, 1 ff.; VIII, 3; XI, 3. 
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Jews, some of the promise (in the Mystery) and some not. Those who “saw 
God,” shared the Mystery, whether Jew or Gentile by birth, were to Philo 
really the “True Israel.” In Fragment X, 7, the God of the group is again ad- 
dressed as “the God of Israel, Thy people which truly see.” So the initiate 
into this inner group becomes one of the Jews who were the guardians of the 
true mystic teaching which other Jews did not understand. 

The significance of the Patriarchs for this type of Judaism has already been 
suggested by the doctrine of the initiate’s entering into their saving succes- 
sion. But there are other important details suggested about them. One long 
list is of the “righteous” (oi Sikatot) whose gifts were accepted by God in 
their several generations. It runs from Abel through the usual names, but 
adds many not included by Philo from later Judaism, such as Ezra, Daniel, 
Jonah, the three children, and down to Mattathias, and Joel. It closes with 
the petition: “Now also do thou receive the prayers of Thy children which 
are offered to Thee with knowledge (pet émyvwoewc).7°* The word 
emiyvwotc is familiar in the New Testament, especially in Paul, for an appre- 
hension of the inner significance of divine truth. So the Jews have a zeal for 
God, Paul says, but not kat’ éentyvwoiv.?*” Paul prays that the Christians 
may be given the mveUya oopiac kal dmokadlewo ev Emyvuoet auto 
MEPWTIOMEVOUG ToUG OpPakyouc Tic Kapsiac Updv.7* Again it is prayed 
that they may come cic emtyvwotv to wvoTyplou Tot Geot."* The word is 
one of Paul’s most strongly mystical terms. Philo uses the term less exten- 
sively, as in general he seems avoiding the language of gnosticism. But his 
occasional passages where the word appears show that it had the same mean- 
ing for him, and that Paul’s usage was by no means a peculiar one. Especially 
applicable to our case is Philo’s description of the mystic race: “The good 
man runs away from himself as he turns back to the émiyvwoic Tot Evoc,”?”° 
The implication of the prayer is then obvious. The Patriarchs have in gen- 
eration after generation been accepted by God. Do Thou also, is the prayer, 
receive us who pray with the mystic knowledge. 

The list in Fragment III has not been Christianized at all to bring the 
succession down to Christ. In Fragment IV, 2f., a shorter list is given, but 
one that runs on down to Judas Maccabaeus, and then includes Christ, and 
the succeeding text, as it now stands, makes the benefits which came from 
God or the Patriarchs come now from Christ. The section has then little to 
tell us of the thought of Judaism about the Patriarchs without purely con- 
jectural change of text. 

It is significant for the importance of the Patriarchs in the type of Judaism 
represented by the Fragments that in the brief outline for catechetical instruc- 
tion great stress is laid upon the careers of the Patriarchs: 
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How God did glorify the saints in every generation, I mean Seth, and Enos, and 
Enoch, and Noah, and Abraham and his posterity, and Melchizedek, and Job, 
and Moses, and Joshua, and Caleb, and Phineas the priest and those that were 
holy in every generation.?"* 


The great prayer which has afforded the main outline for the theology of 
the Fragments has these same Patriarchs, though adding Abel, Lot, and 
Aaron, and omitting Phineas, Joshua, and Caleb; it gives a note upon each 
for his special significance.?”? The list in Fragment IX makes them all priests 
appointed for the government of God’s people, a conception impossible in 
normative Judaism. Fragment XIII shows how this Judaism, with its vivid 
belief in heaven, has connected the Patriarchs with their eschatology. Heaven 
can be described in no more rapturous terms than by. the figure that the pious 
soul is received into the bosom of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. God is the God 
of these Patriarchs not as of dead men but as living. The fragment is too 
thoroughly Jewish for these statements not to seem a part of the Jewish 
tradition whence Jesus drew the same way of speaking about heaven. It is not 
just the bosom of Abraham, as in Jesus’ parable, but also of Isaac and Jacob. 
Jewish tradition is strongly insistent upon the fact that God, as God of the 
Patriarchs, was God of them after they had died to the flesh, but were living 
with Him.?” 

The different Patriarchs or heroes in the line of Stapovy of the saints, pre- 
sent some interesting details. 

Abel was the man whose sacrifice was accepted because he was holy 
(Sc10¢) in contrast with the wicked Cain.?* Noah was, as in Philo, o 
Sikaioc.2”> Lot was also dc10c.?”* Abraham was, if the text is correct, one who 
“laid claim to the way of truth,”’”’ that is, took the mystic Road. God guided 
him by a vision.” What this vision was we learn from another Fragment, 
where it is stated that Abraham was made the heir of the world (kAnpovoyoc 
ToU kooplou), that is the man who was given the cosmos to be his own pos- 
session, and God revealed to him “Thy Christ.” This, as I have already indi- 
cated,””° was the familiar Christian adaptation of the Mystic Vision of the 
Logos which Philo describes as marking the supreme achievement of Abra- 
ham’s experience. The effect of this vision was yvGotc, mystic knowledge, 
which in turn resulted in miotic, and as a consequence Abraham was given 
the great ouvOnkn by which Abraham’s seed was consecrated.”*° Here is a 
very interesting sketch of the mystic Road, which exactly follows Philo’s 
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schematization. Abraham was first delivered out from the impiety of his 
fathers and began upon the Road. The first step was the Cosmic Mystery 
by which he became “heir of the cosmos.” Then came the vision of the 
Logos, which resulted in a mystic yvGotc of “what this world is,” in contrast, 
we understand, to the higher reality revealed to him. Gnosis produced faith, 
and the reward of faith was the covenant. Now it is interesting that this last 
series of steps has been changed in the manuscript tradition followed by 
Funk to make faith precede Gnosis. The difference is significant. In Hellen- 
istic Judaism, as represented by Philo, faith is the crown of the mystic ascent, 
not its condition as in Paul. The contrast has often been pointed out.” 
The two texts, then, the one accepted by Funk giving the Christian order, 
the one in Ms. A, the oldest manuscript, giving the Hellenistic Jewish order, 
seem to me to represent respectively a Christian correction and the original 
text. The whole picture of Abraham is thoroughly Philonic, quite the Abra- 
ham of the Mystery. 

Of Isaac we have less satisfactory information. But it is clear that Isaac was 
also of great importance in the tradition since it was only after Isaac had 
been born, and God saw that Isaac was like Abraham 16 teoru, in his 
character, that God made the full promise to Abraham: “I will be a God to 
thee, and to thy seed after thee.” There is room here for the Philonic notion 
that Isaac was born already the “Self-Taught,” the complete mystic, who 
from his birth had the perfection which Abraham only gradually achieved. 
It seems suggested in the fact that at birth God recognized in Isaac the 
tponoc of Abraham. But less extreme interpretations are possible, so that this 
one cannot be pressed. 

Jacob, again as in Philo, is given the vision of the Logos (Christ) .’** 

Melichizedek is frequently mentioned in the list, but with nothing distinc- 
tive said of him. 

Job appears in various lists as a contemporary of Abraham. His great 
achievement was the conquering of “that serpent who is the patron of wick- 
edness,”*** which seems to me intelligible only in view of Philo’s association 
of the serpent with physical pleasure. Philo’s dependence upon the Penta- 
teuch has deprived us of knowing the use made of Job, who appears to have 
been cre of the favorite great heroes of the Mystery. 

joseph is the type of chastity, as in all Jewish tradition to the present. 

Moses was God’s “holy servant” by whom the written Law was given to 
assist Natural Law, to demonstrate God as the Creator, and to abolish poly- 
theism.”** The incident of the bush is brought forward in another passage 
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to show how Moses was also in the succession of the greatest leaders in the 
Mystery.**° Moses’ vision then was apparently, to the author of the Frag- 
ment as to Philo, parallel to the vision of Abraham and Jacob already dis- 
cussed, a vision of the Logos. 

Finally the play with the number seven in Fragment II is clearly a part of 
that mystic numerology that went back at least as far as Aristobulus. 

The analysis of the Fragments has led us back so repeatedly to Judaism, 
to Hellenistic Judaism, and specifically to the Mystery, that it would seem 
that they must have come from the Mystic Judaism of which we have else- 
where found elaborate indication. The conclusion is of great importance. 
Hellenistic Judaism, or one wing of it, must have been so oriented in the 
Jewish Mystery that the language of its prayers was the language of the 
Mystery. The people who thus expressed their aspirations to God through 
the Logos or Sophia, who looked to the Patriarchs with their Mystic Vision 
of the Logos, who felt themselves as the True Israel that sees God, as initi- 
ated into the great Stayiovn; the people who trained their catechumens in the 
doctrine of the double law and in gnosis of God as first achieved by Abra- 
ham and the Patriarchs; these were a strange Jewish group. But an actual 
Jewish group! We cannot say how representative of Hellenistic Judaism in 
general this group was, for we must always remember the non-mystical 
“literalists” whose existence and tradition is as unmistakable, though not 
attested by so many literary remains, as Mystic Judaism. But the existence of 
the mystic sect seems indisputable, as well as its great importance for Chris- 
tian origins in the Hellenistic world. 

There is no way of guessing at what may have been the destiny of the 
group. The Fragments themselves seem to me to be post-Philonic, if only 
for the single detail of creation ex tot un dvtoc. There is no trace, as has 
been pointed out, of the use of the term in this way before Plotinus, and I 
do not think it could have been invented to express the conception of primi- 
tive, unformed matter by Philo’s day or he would have used it, since it so 
obviously would have expressed his thought better than he was able to do 
without it. But how much later than Philo the term must be put cannot be 
stated with certainty. It is to me hard to believe that relations between Chris- 
tians and Jews of even this type were sufficiently cordial after the middle of 
the Second Century after Christ to have made it possible for Christians to 
have taken the liturgy over for their own use. It is of course possible that 
the borrowing was early, and that such a detail as 6 un dv may have come 
from later redaction. So there is really nothing that I can see from which 
we may date the composition of the Jewish original, or its Christian adop- 
tion. 
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But these questions, interesting as they are do not need to concern us. The 
purpose of this work as a whole will have been fulfilled if it has made clear 
the existence of the Mystery, and given aa acceptable presentation of its 
points of view. 

One word should be added in closing. The Mystery has been found on the 
whole to have had no more sense of credal orthodoxy than any other type 
of Judaism. True Philo has come much nearer a creed than Judaism in 
general has done. But the points in the creed were remarkably general— 
monotheism, God the Creator, the kéoyo¢ vontoc—and other Mystic docu- 
ments have with perfect freedom developed notions not found in Philo. The 
points of dispute between Pharisees and Sadducees in Palestine were obvi- 
ously not agreed upon also among the Mystics. The Laws as statutes seem 
in the Fragments to be more important than to Philo, but were to him more 
important than to the “Allegorists.” The Bible was the Pentateuch to Philo, 
but was the whole “Law, Prophets, and Writings” to the author or authors 
of the Fragments. Abraham, Moses, Isaac, Jacob, or Solomon might for any 
individual be the outstanding inspiration. 

Yet they had in common in the Mystery the Streaming Light from God 
which was Sophia or Logos at convenience; they had the Patriarchal Hiero- 
phants with whom they could share the Mystic Vision, and come to live by 
the higher Law, besides the many other details which need not be repeated. 
All alike were trying to become Jews in the highest sense by repeating the 
mystic experience of the Jewish Saints, that is by racing like them from 
matter toward God along His Royal Road, the great Stream. This is through- 
out the touchstone of the Mystery. 


oi Tov Sedov Oe gavtacimlevtec, owt! Gc. 


EPILOGUE 


TRACES OF THE MYSTERY IN THE KABBALAH 


Onzy a profound Jewish scholar can speak of the Kabbalah without the 
greatest hesitation.* Yet one who knows the Kabbalah even slightly must, in 
reading this description of the Hellenistic Jewish Mystery, have been struck 
with the amazing number of similarities between the two schools. The best 
analysis to date of the points of resemblance between Philo and the Sohar is 
by Karppe,” but, useful as his analysis is, he has given similarities of detail 
rather than the more fundamental resemblances. His most useful section is 
his discussion of the likenesses and differences in the matter of the allegori- 
cal technique of the two. 

The general differences are of course as striking as the similarities. The 
most obvious difference is in the technique of allegory. Kabbalists, writing 
in Aramaic and Hebrew, used a system of turning the Hebrew letters of a 
given word into numbers, and then rearranging the numbers to produce 
other words, a system of which Philo never dreamed. This technique of alle- 
gory, with its many subsidiary rules, was perhaps more than anything else 
the peculiar contribution of Kabbalistic thinkers, and it would seem to have 
been the development of this interpretative art which gave the Kabbalistic 
system its distinctive form. One is impressed, however, by the fact that the 
whole might well have been influenced, like Philo, by Neo-Pythagorean 
numerology as well as by oriental magic. Karppe has indicated a great many 
resemblances of detail in allegorical method which need not here be repeated. 

Second it is clear that the ten Sephiroth are not the seven Powers of Philo 
(although Kabbalistic tradition knew of seven Sephiroth also) either in 
number or name; yet there are many similarities, as we shall see, between 
them. Third En Soph, if it is really the Hebrew equivalent of the ameipov of 
Greek Philosophy, as Ginsburg thinks, is a name which Philo could not 
possibly have countenanced for Deity. Actually I question the notion that 
they are equivalent. The dmeipov was to a Greek the “undefined,” not in the 
sense that it was above description, but beneath it. The ameipov had not such 
specific qualities that they could be indicated by terms. The Absolute of 
Philo and Neo-Platonism was on the contrary above description, akaTtaAnne- 
TO<, not ameipov. Qualities such as men could name belonged to human cate- 
gories, it was argued, and none of these applied to to év, or to ov. That did 

1. For the present purpose, which is rather suggestion than demonstration, I have used only 


the close analyses of C. D. Ginsburg, The Kabbalah (1920), and S. Karppe, Etude sur les 


origines et la nature du Zohar (1901). It is for an expert to use the sources of Jewish mysticism 
at first hand. 


2. Op. cit., pp. 527-581. The section, pp. 413-419, is also very important. 
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not imply lack of form or definiteness, however, but superiority to human 
definition. The En Soph, as it is described in the Kabbalistic books, is the 
undefined in exactly this higher Greek sense. It is notable that Karppe was 
quite aware of the similarity of Philo and the Soar as to the ultimate nature 
of God.’ Fourth there is a striking difference from Philo in the extensive use 
made throughout Kabbalistic literature of Iranian-Jewish angelology, and 
in the eschatological elements which looked to the ultimate restoration of the 
Good Order as all is restored to the Light. 

There are many other points of contrast. But the points of similarity must 
not be lost in these points of difference. Both the Kabbalah and Philo have 
fundamentally the identical conception that the Absolute and Unrelated God 
is related to the lower world or worlds through a series of emanations which 
are as a whole to be conceived by the figure of a single Stream of Light from 
the Source. “By Light, Light” is as descriptive of the kernel of the thought 
of the one as of the other. The following might well be taken, except for the 
technical Kabbalistic terms, as Philo’s own statement: 


The Aged of the Aged, the Unknown of the Unknown, has a form and yet has 
no form. He has a form whereby the universe is preserved, and yet has no form, 
because He cannot be apprehended. When He first assumed the form [of the first 
Sephira|,* He caused nine splendid lights to emanate from it, which, shining 
through it, diffused a bright light in all directions. Imagine an elevated light send- 
ing forth its rays in all directions. Now if we approach it to examine the rays, we 
understand no more than that they emanate from the said light. So is the Holy 
Aged an absolute light, but in Himself concealed and incomprehensible. We can 
only comprehend him through those luminous emanations [Sephiroth] which 
again are partly visible and partly concealed.® 


From the identity of this basic concept many similar details are developed 
withir. the two systems. It is this fundamental similarity which is Karppe’s 
most serious oversight. Of the similar details derived from the identical 
foundation the following may be noted: 

First the Sephiroth as a group are the Heavenly Man, just as in Philo the 


3. It is perhaps worth suggesting that the “Endless” or “Limitless” as a name for the Ult- 
mate Principle may have come into Kabbalistic tradition from Zarvanism, whose Ultimate 
Principle was “Boundless Time,” or from the “without beginning” Light of Ahura Mazda in 
Zoroastrianism: see H. Lommel, Der Religion Zarathustras, pp. 22-28. The Greek adyévytos 
is by this suggested as a possible original for En Soph. But in later Greek tradition some such 
oriental idea came so to affect the Greek word Gmetgov, that, for example, 6 GxéQauvtos is a 
frequent term (used twenty-five times) for the Ultimate in the Gnostic treatise published by 
C. A. Baynes (4 Coptic Gnostic Treatise, 1933; see Index I, s.v.). Its meaning in this treatise 
is difficult to determine since it is used only as a title for God, not defined or discussed. The 
term En Soph may have come to the Kabbalistic writers from any such sources as these, directly 
or indirectly. 

4. That is the Logos of Philo. 

5. Idra Suta, Sohar, iii, 288a; quoted by Ginsburg, p. 96. 
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Logos as a totality is the oUpaviog avOpwntoc, the vioc Tol Scot. The Kab- 
balah makes use of this concept to an extent far beyond what Philo does. 
It is recognizably Iranian in origin in Philo, and the elaborations of the 
Kabbalah only bring out the Iranian elements more strongly. But the dis- 
tinctive contribution of Hellenistic Judaism was to identify the Gayomart— 
Heavenly Man—Adam of the East with the Greek Logos, and thereby with 
the Koopoc vontoc of Platonism. The Logos as the vioc tot Se00, or Primal 
Man, in Philo becomes the prototypal man in the Platonic sense. This ele- 
ment, that the Heavenly Man—Sephiroth is the prototypal Form or the 
KOGHOc vontoc in general, but especially the Form of Man, is developed in 
the Kabbalah in that same peculiar combination with Iranian ideas which 
Philo shows Hellenistic Jews were making. | 

Second the tendency to group the Sephiroth in triads is exactly that of 
Philo, whose Powers are similarly grouped, though the Kabbalah has as a 
rule one triad more than Philo. 

This extra triad, in the third place, which makes the Kabbalah often have 
ten Sephiroth as compared with Philo’s sacred Seven, has been indicated as 
one of the important distinctions between Philo and the Kabbalah. But it is 
notable that the change is only from the sacred Seven to what Philo himself 
regarded as the still more sacred Ten. Philo seems to have kept the Seven 
because he was closer than the Kabbalah to the Iranian Amesha Spentas, 
whose six members, together with the Ahura Mazda, made a number suffi- 
ciently sacred to Judaism and Pythagoreanism alike to satisfy him. The ad- 
vance to the Ten was probably quite early, as the report of the teaching of 
the Gnostic Monoimus indicates,* but compelled a complete rearrangement 
of the specific members of the group. There had always been, apparently, 
considerable freedom for the imagination in the naming of the individual 
emanations. Philo is so close to the Amesha Spentas, it is recalled, that Dar- 
mesteter erroneously thought the Avestas must have the conception from 
him. Yet Philo’s names, for all the occasional resemblances, are not the Per- 
sian names. He was chiefly trying to express the fundamental unity of the 
two chief functions of God, the creating, merciful function and the ruling, 
legalistic, and punitive function. Now the outstanding point is that for all 
the rearrangment and renaming of the Kabbalistic emanations it is precisely 
the formulation and reconciliation of the same two functions of divine rela- 
tion with the world which the Sephiroth are fundamentally designed to 
exemplify. 

Fourth, in rearranging the emanations and expanding their number the 
Kabbalists could work out a reconciliation between two mystic formulations 


which have abundantly appeared as parallels within Philo’s Mystery. Philo 
6. Hippolytus, Refutatio, VIII, xii—xv. 
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has used a sexual formulation of ascent through the Female Principle, a for- 
mulation which came to Philo apparently ultimately from Isis, but which 
had been taken in by the Orphics along with other female mystic deities 
long before his time. It appears in Hellenistic Judaism as the Sophia, the 
daughter and spouse of God. Alongside the Sophia formulation Philo used 
the ascent through the Powers. Both these formulations were used inter- 
changeably by Philo for the Light-Stream according as the exigencies of 
allegory required a male or female counterpart. But the two were always 
parallel formulations in Philo and never properly integrated. In the Kab- 
balah the sexual and female element is introduced directly into the Sephiroth, 
as it was used by the Gnostics in their schemes of emanations. The two 
schemes of Philo appear thus united in the single scheme of the Kabbalah. 

Fifth, in comparing the two schemes one is struck by the fact that the 
names of the Sephiroth are closer to Philo’s Powers than are Philo’s Powers 
to their Iranian prototype.” A glance at the accompanying chart shows the 
similarity of the general structure of the two. Both are the Light-Stream from 
the Absolute Source. The “Pillar of Mercy,” made up of numbers 2, 4, 7, in 
the Sephiroth, corresponds to the Creative Power and Merciful Power of 
Philo. This vertical pair and the “Pillar of Mercy” represent the right hand 
of God in each case. The “Pillar of Rigor,” numbers 3, 5, 8, of the Sephiroth, 
has the same collective function as Philo attributes to the Royal and Law- 
making Powers, the avenging and rigorous expression of God’s left hand. 
Each of the Sephiroth which do not, like Mercy and Justice, correspond 
exactly to Philo’s nomenclature can be traced to familiar Philonic attributes 
of God. Notic, copia, to kaddov, d0&a, BeBaidtyc, Baociieia are familiar to 
any superficial reader of Philo as mystic approaches to God or derivative 
expressions of His nature. “Foundation” is not so easily recognizable until 
one turns to Plant., 5-8, where the function of the Logos as the foundation, 
épeioua, of the universe is expounded as a part of the creative or cosmic 
function of the Logos, and so becomes a natural member of the creative and 
merciful “Pillar.” Sophia is of course a creative power throughout Jewish 
tradition. The highest Sephira, the “Crown,” is likewise Philonic, though not 
obviously so. At the highest point of ascent in mystic experience Philo, like 
Paul, speaks of receiving the “Crown,” which, in Philo, is the Vision of God.* 
The thoroughly Philonic character of the different Sephzroth is thus as plain 
as the similarity of the two conceptions as a whole. Karppe has not fully 
understood the Powers of Philo, so that some of his remarks are not accurate, 
and as a whole they are inadequate. The lower triad of Philo is, to Karppe,’ 
made up of names that are mere doublets to fill out the number Seven. This 

7. So close are the Sephiroth to one passage on the Ten in Philo (Cong., 104f.) that Karppe, 


p- 574, thinks that the very term is derived from the Spheres there described. 
8. LA, 11, 108; Praem., 27. 9. p. 563. 
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is because he has missed the significance of the contrast Philo makes between 
the upper and lower triads. The lower triad is actually, as we have seen, an 
extension or lower representation of the first triad in such natures that they 
could have relationship with the created realm. They lie between the created 
and uncreated as do the middle two “Worlds” of the Kabbalah, the “World 
of Creation” and the “World of Formation,” each made up of a group of 
ten lower Sephiroth. These are the “Worlds” which actually did the creating 
of the material “World,” the lowest, after the model of the “World of 
Emanations” or “Heavenly Man,” the first Sephiric World. The lower triad 
of Philo can affect the material world directly, and be represented in it, as 
the higher triad cannot. The very multiplication of Sephiric Worlds in the 
Kabbalah is again and clearly an expansion of Philonic thought. The first 
Sephiric World, the one represented in the diagram, is really an expansion 
of the first triad of Philo by bringing in other notions all of which are 
recognizably familiar in Philonic thought. The second and third Sephiric 
Worlds are based upon the lower Philonic triad, but are almost unrecog- 
nizable because of the large amount of Iranian demonology which is also 
there. 

Philo’s first triad is made up of the notion of the twc attributes of God, 
Creation or Mercy and Royalty, Law, or Discipline, these connected by the 
Logos as the primal and undistinguished form of the Light-Stream. This 
concept finds other striking analogies in the Kabbalah. For the two Powers 
of Creation and Royalty are read by Philo into the Old Testament, it has 
been repeatedly indicated, by the contrast between kuptoc and bedc, the 
Septuagint version of Yahveh and Elohim. It is proverbial in the Kabbalah 
that the two “Pillars” are likewise representations of the two aspects of 
Mercy and Discipline of which the two terms Yahveh and Elohim are the 
fixed symbols. Not only are these identical attributes of God thus identically 
connected with Scripture: the two attributes are themselves in both systems 
but complimentary manifestations of the single primal emanation from God. 
In Philo this primal emanation is the Logos which, we have seen im extensu 
in Chapter I, appears as the middle third principle when the upper triad is 
viewed by men. Men who have this vision from below, and do not under- 
stand, think that the three they see are really three. But to one who has 
ascended mystically to the Logos, and so can view the three from above, the 
divisions disappear and the three appear to be what they truly are, one. The 
“Crown” takes the place in the Kabbalah of the Logos in this sense of being 
the first emanation, and in it is accomplished the reconciliation of the divine 
properties expressed by Yahveh with those subsumed under Elohim. It 1s 
true that considering the Sephiroth as a whole this uniting function is often 
ascribed to the last Sephira, “Kingdom,” or to the “Middle Pillar” in general 
as contrasted with the Yahkveh and the Elohim “Pillars.” The En Soph itself 
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“is united by the number three.”*® The “Crown” is the uniting factor be- 
tween “Intelligence” and “Wisdom,” making them into a unit. “Beauty” 
unites “Mercy” with “Justice,” “Kingdom” unites the other Sephiroth, mak- 
ing three triads, which are themselves united and One, so that the “Heav- 
enly” or “Primal Man,” the first Sephiric World, is one. This playing with 
triads or trinities made up of a member from each outer “Pillar” united in a 
member of the inner “Pillar” is used a great deal by the Kabbalists. Ginsburg, 
with apparently no Philonic background, quotes some of these passages as 
instances of Christian influence. There are the passages in which the trinity 
of the Shema is discussed. The phrase, “Yahveh is our Elohim; Yahveh is 
one” gave rise to frequent question. In one passage the Sohar** says of this 
expression in the Shema: 


These three constitute together a unity, and for this reason He [Yahveh] is said 
to be one. But there are three names, and how can they be said to be one? .. . 
Now this is revealed by the vision of the Holy Ghost [that is the mystic vision by 
which Philo said the oneness of the trinity was to be apprehended], and when 
the eyes are closed we get to know that the three are only one. 


The passage goes on to adduce the analogy of the voice, which is a single 
entity though it involves, besides air, fire in its warmth and water in its 
moisture. “These also, Yahuch, Elokenu, and Yahveh, constitute one, three 
forms which are one.” The author is not inclined to be too insistent upon 
the analogy of the voice: if another figure is more helpful, use it, he advises. 
But the fact of the unity in the trinity of the three names remains. Another 
passage which Ginsburg quotes refers to the fact that Yahveh, the tetragram, 
is in the Hebrew text sometimes pointed and read as Adonat and sometimes 
as Elohim. How can these be confused when the one represents Mercy the 
other Justice in the rigorous sense? The answer is that the true mystic mean- 
ing is not only that the justice of God is tempered with mercy, and vice 
versa, but that 


There are three degrees in God, and each degree exists by itself [i.e. in the Deity], 
although the three together constitute one; they are closely united into one and 
are inseparable from each other.’? 


One has only to compare these statements, for form and objective, with the 
Christian Trinity which did get into a single codex of the Sohar** to see that 


10. Sohar, ili, 288b; Ginsburg, p. ro1. 

11. Sohar, ii, 43b; Ginsburg, pp. 138 ff. 

12. Sohar, iii, 65a; Ginsburg, pp. 139 f. See also Sokar, iii, 262a; Ginsburg, p. 140. 

13. Ginsburg, p. 140: In the trishagion “the first holy refers to the Holy Father, the second 
to the Holy Son, the third to the Holy Ghost.” 
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the true Kabbalistic notion of trinity is as far from Christianity as it is close 
to Philo. 

The processes of creation in the Kabbalah and in Philo are much less alike 
than are the two conceptions of Deity. That the material world is created 
after the heavenly model is common to the two schools, but the Kabbalah, in 
making the material world the lowest emanation from God, has advanced 
with Neo-Platonism beyond the dualism of God and matter which Philo 
shares with earlier Orphic, Pythagorean, and Platonic thought. It has been 
seen that as the Neo-Platonist emanation doctrine is recognizably a develop- 
ment out of the Platonism and mystic philosophy of Philo’s day and thought, 
so the “Worlds” of Sephiroth are an elaboration of Philo’s notion of the 
higher and lower triads of emanations; but there is nothing in Philo to 
suggest the four “Worlds” of the Kabbalah. Ginsburg parallels this four 
with the four grades of reality in Neo-Platonism, and the evidence shows 
that as philosophy developed through the succeeding four or five centuries 
after Philo some Jews, at least, were going on with the process of making 
their Scriptures teach the most advanced ideas of the day. 

At the same time it is clear that as Iranian Judaism developed, and Jews, 
now all united in Hebrew or Aramaic as they were not in Philo’s day, were 
reading much the same books, the angelology and demonology which Jews 
in the East had been working out for Judaism on Iranian lines were being 
accepted as a part of the Mystery tradition. The beginning of this is clearly 
reflected in IJ Enoch and the Mystic Liturgy. Hence Metatron and Samaél 
and their hosts haunt the thought of the Kabbalists in a way utterly foreign 
to Philo. Yet even in these realms there are still traces of Philonic thought. 
Metatron is recognizably the Cosmic Logos of Philo, that aspect of his think- 
ing which is most akin to Stoicism. It has been pointed out that the concep- 
tion is not Stoic in Philo, for the Cosmic Logos is for him the presence of 
the immaterial form-force of God within the material world; it is not the 
ultimate form and force of matter itself as in Stoicism. Metatron in the 
Kabbalah would seem to have the same resemblance to and difference from 
the Stoic Logos as does Philo’s Logos. 

The creation of man as described in the Kabbalah is strongly reminiscent 
of Philo in the matter of man’s being a copy of the Heavenly Man. The 
Heavenly Man in Philo is the Logos, but not the Logos as the first emana- 
tion in contrast to the other emanations, nor is it the Cosmic Logos as the 
lowest emanation. It is the Logos as the whole Stream from God in its unity. 
Such is the Heavenly Man of the Kabbalah, though much more elaborated. 
But in the Kabbalah one feels more clearly than in Philo the influence of 
Adam-Gayomart speculation from the East of the sort revealed in the Adam 
literature. As in that literature the Protoplast of the Kabbalah was not of 
gross matter: he was clothed in 
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the celestial garment, which is a garment of heavenly light. But when he was 
expelled from the garden of Eden, and became subject to the wants of this world, 
what is written? “The Lord God made coats of skins unto Adam and to his wife, 
and clothed them”; for prior to this they had garments of light, light of that light 


which was used in the garden of Eden.** 


In view of his being a copy of the whole first Sephiric World, the Heav- 
enly Man, man is the summation of all forms and so the microcosm, as Philo 
insisted. In spite of his losing the garment of light, man still is the microcosm 
in his soul, the Kabbalists taught. It is notable that at death man throws off 
the garment of skins and is given back the garment of light. One is strik- 
ingly reminded of the “resurrection body” of Paul. Was the idea a current 
one among mystic Jews in Paul’s day, and did he have it as part of his large 
borrowings from the Mystery? Certainly in the Adam literature the tradi- 
tion of the garment of light for the Protoplasts is sufficiently familiar. It is 
much more natural to take Paul as evidence for the existence of the notion 
in the Judaism of his day than to derive the Jewish doctrine as it appears 
in the Adam literature and the Soar from Paul. The ideas are too strikingly 
similar to be without some connection. Paul’s very casualness in referring to 
the resurrection body would imply readers to whom the passage would carry 
more meaning than it has Jone to later generations. As to the Kabbalistic 
doctrine of man in general, with its notions of preéxistence, incarnation, and 
of man’s release at death to return to the Light, the whole is as fundamen- 
tally Orphic as it is in disagreement with the normative tradition of the 
bodily resurrection. On this point the Kabbalah, because it goes into the 
problem of life after death much more fully than Philo does, outdoes Philo 
himself in Orphism. The additional elements, however, only throw us back 
more directly on the sources of Philo’s own thinking, and strengthens the 
impression that the Kabbalah has its resemblances to Philo not from being a 
teaching worked out of Philo’s writings by later generations, but from hav- 
ing its basis in a great tradition which began in an originally large and varied 
movement in Hellenistic Judaism of which Philo is only our greatest extant 
representative. 

Like Philo the Kabbalists thought that love was a much higher motive 
for serving God than fear. Both motives are recognized as legitimate by both 
schools, but, in each, love is the motive of all higher worship. 

In regard to the patriarchs there are striking reminiscences of Philo in the 
Kabbalah. It will be recalled that according to Philo all the virtues were 
represented in each great patriarch, yet each represented one virtue pre- 
dominantly. In the Kabbalah this takes the form of saying that all the 
Sephiroth abide within each of the great patriarchs but that in every case 


14. Sohar, ii, 229b; Ginsburg, p. 112. 
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there is one Sephira predominant: Mercy in Abraham, Rigor in Isaac, Mild- 
ness in Jacob, Firmness in Moses, Splendor in Aaron, Foundation in Joshua, 
Kingdom in David. The Kabbalah has had to include other patriarchs than 
Philo’s favorites to make the Ten. Philo does not develop an equation of 
the patriarchs with the Powers in any extant writing, but he apparently had 
the notion none the less. It will be recalled that he had two triads of patri- 
archs, Enos, Enoch, and Noah, then Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. He nowhere 
explains the selection of these triads, but their correspondence to the triads of 
Powers is too obvious to be unintentional.** The Seventh of Philo stands out 
all over his writings as Moses. Furthermore Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob 
“mark the threefold division of eternity” to Philo,*® and one passage has 
twice been discussed where these three Patriarchs are obviously being re- 
garded as equivalent to the three highest Powers.” So the identification of 
Sephiroth with the patriarchs in all probability goes back to the Mystery 
of Philo’s day. 

Along with these similarities goes a very similar use of the Old Testament 
and attitude toward the Law in the two schools. The Kabbalah, like Philo, 
draws all its ideas from the Pentateuch. For both, the true Law was a spiritual 
immaterial reality which put on an earthly garment in descending to earth 
and representing itself through the medium of the written word. For Philo 
the contrast between the literal and inner meanings, the latter to be educed 
by allegory, was the contrast between body and soul. The Kabbalists likewise 
wanted to strip off the outer wrap to get to the true Spirit-Law beneath. 
Again the Kabbalists elaborated the notion beyond Philo, and called the 
narratives in the Bible the clothing, the commandments the body, the mystic 
doctrine the soul. And as has been stated the whole technique of allegory 
was enormously developed in the later school beyond what appears in the 
earlier. But again their notion is obviously an expansion of an idea whose 
original spermatic form appears in the Mystery. The Kabbalists seem often 
akin to the extreme allegorists of Hellenistic Judaism in their denunciation 
of the whole legal tradition of Judaism in the interest of the “spiritual mean- 
ing.” 

The question has often been asked, “What became of Hellenistic Juda- 
ism?” Answers have been various. Those who believe that Hellenistic Juda- 
ism was a creation of Philo’s unique imagination say, of course, that it died, 
as it was born, with him. Others have suggested that it perished with the 
other schools of Judaism before the triumphant advance of the normative 
legalism of the Pharisees, while those who kept the Hellenistic point of view 
moved over into Christianity. It is likely that many believers in the Jewish 
Mystery did become Christians. The believers in the Kabbalah have like- 


15. See above, p. 129. 16. Mig., 125. 
17. Abr., 51-55. See above, pp. 136, 203. 
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wise, of all the schools of Judaism, been most susceptible to Christian propa- 
ganda. But it would seem that one who wants to know what became of 
Hellenistic Judaism must begin by recognizing that the spirit and a host of 
the most important details of the Mystery which Philo described have sur- 
vived among Jewish mystics and come to full flower again in the Kabbalah, 
and that in that form it is still a familiar branch of Judaism. To trace the 
process by which the ideas of Philo survived for a thousand years and reap- 
peared in the Kabbalah is a task for a Jewish scholar. It is doubtful if any 
one can recover from the vague tradition of the Maaseh Bereshith and the 
Maaseh Merkabah, as they appear occasionally mentioned in the Talmud 
and in the writings of the Gaonim, enough to trace the story satisfactorily. 
As one reads the illuminating history of this mysticism by Karppe striking 
reminiscences of detail keep emerging. It can be seen how the teaching 
steadily developed to make increasing the use of the Ten as over against the 
Seven, and how the numerological treatment of the text of the Pentateuch 
became more and more popular. A relatively late pre-Kabbalistic mystic, 
Saadyeh, suddenly emerged with the forgotten allegory of the Temple as a 
symbol of the cosmos. The mystic patriarchs were described in the most 
varied connections. Either the Mystery was never entirely forgotten among 
Jews, and had a consecutive, if now lost, history, or else Hellenistic Jews so 
deeply and truly expressed the mystic life of the race that as Jews went on 
with their Scriptures in a pagan and philosophic world they over and again 
produced fundamentally the same kind of a mystic union of Judaism with 
pagan philosophy and mysticism. Whichever of these was the case, there is 
no more reason for thinking that Jews in Alexandria could not have pro- 
duced a very popular and widely accepted Mystery of the type we have been 
describing than for denying the historical reality of Kabbalistic Judaism 
since the eleventh or twelfth centuries. 


APPENDIX 
LAW IN THE SOBJECTIVE REALM 


AN examination of the conceptions which Philo associated with the words 
vouloc, Sikaioouvn, and their cognates would lead into many fields. It would 
appear that his cosmogony and his ideals for society were alike ultimately 
based upon the notion that the cosmos was, and human relations ultimately 
ought to be, an expression of justice, by the fact that they are founded upon 
true Law. In practice there was one Law of Nature and another of society. 
But the ideal was that all men in political power, from the king down, should 
be in their own characters copies of ta guoewc EZpya in order that others 
might imitate them. Every magistrate’s business was the dispensation of 
Sikaioouvy, and as fire must be hot before it can give out heat, snow cold 
before it can chill, the governor or judge must be dixatoc before he can give 
out Sikaioouvy, or, what amounts to the same thing, be a potable stream of 
evvoula for thirsty humanity.* 

The study of Philo’s political thinking must be left to another publication. 
The present task is to follow Philo’s vopioc¢ and Sikatoouvy into the subjective 
realm, where, in the Hellenistic Age, the great longing for peace and owtypia 
was quite as strong as in the realm of political and social relations. The use 
by Paul of the term Sikaioouvy for the ideal inner state of man has led to 
more fundamental confusion than any word in the Bible. Because “justice” 
is a social conception with us, Sixatocuvy has been translated “justification,” 
and explained as the stage in which, by the merit of Christ, we are “made” 
just, or “accounted” just. As a matter of fact the social virtues, important as 
they were to Paul and to all early Christianity, were secondary manifestations, 
inevitable concomitants, but still concomitants, of the single primary experi- 
ence, the individual’s achievement of right relations with God, as a result of 
which he first gained subjective balance and order. Not until one had had 
this experience could he do the good he had always seen and desired, but 
had been unable to do. He could enjoy a settled peace with God and man 
only as long as he was at peace with himself. Not the aiming at this state 
of inner adjustment, but the state itself, was Sixatoouvn. It might just as well 
have been called owtypia, or cionvy. Each of these and other terms only 
bring out distinct aspects of a single experience which Sikatoouvn most accu- 
rately characterizes as a whole. 

The word need not be confusing to anyone who has the Greek, and espe- 


1. Spec., iv, 55-58. This whole passage on the character of the just judge I have discussed 
more fully in my Jewish Jurisprudence, pp. 189 ff. 
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cially the Pythagorean-Platonic, point of view in mind. The cosmos, by that 
point of view, has been filled with icotnc, or has been Sixatoc, according as 
its various parts act in the balanced relation determined by the principles of 
the Law of Nature or God, by which the lower parts must be obedient to the 
higher, and the higher must fulfil their obligations to the lower. In turn the 
state is filled with evvouia or Sikaioouvy or iodtyc as the balance of its vari- 
ous parts have conformed to the ideal law of society, which is again a reflec- 
tion or part of the Law of God or of Nature, with the higher members of 
society properly caring for the obedient lower members. AikaiooUvy, in cos- 
mos and society alike, is a matter of what Plato called each member’s doing 
his part, and only his part.” ‘O Sikatoc is always o voutpoc, for the function 
of law in society, or in the universe, is to put and keep every man and his 
activity in his place. 

The term in no sense changes in meaning when it is applied to the subjec- 
tive realm. The Greeks thought of personality literally as a realm, with vari- 
ous parts and members, and by no means with a common origin or nature 
between them. There was that divine part which the Stoics called the nye- 
povikov, the ruling and guiding part, and which corresponds in some ways 
with Aristotle’s higher voc, and Plato’s émiotypyy. There was the Supoc, a 
collective term for many types of impulses and emotions; there were the 
various sensory organs with their almost independent power of action and 
compulsion; there was the yuxn, usually comprised of the latter two classes 
plus the actual material of the blood; and then there was the body itself, by 
its illnesses and necessities often regarded as another, and in itself highly 
complicated, member in the personality. Even the mind was not single. Be- 
side the nyepyovikov there was often conceived a human mind, thinkin 
largely on the basis of inference from sense perceptions. The Greek did not 
discuss these as only figurative entities, having their reality only as parts of 
a whole which we would call the personality. For, for all the psychological 
acumen of the Greek, he was surprisingly content to talk of the component 
parts of the personality with little concern for the personality itself. 

A careful reading of Aristotle’s De Anima might have suggested that the 
personality was ultimately a pitic. Man, o avOewroc, is not the soul, but 
“pities, learns, and thinks” by means of the soul.* And such powers perish 
at the dissolution of the individual, who is a Kxotvov.t The soul cannot be 
described as an added principle in addition to the material piétc, but is itself 
one aspect of the piéic, and perishes with the destruction of the piéic.® Aris- 
totle is not content with so crude a statement, and goes on to his famous 


2. On this familiar doctrine, that each man is “to fulfil his own function” (1d attod 


mQattev) in the state, and on its psychological concomitant in Plato, see E. Barker, Greek 
Political Theory, 150 ff., 164 ff. 


3. 408b 12 ff. 4. Ib., ll. 25 ff. 5. 408a 24 ff. 
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definition of the soul as the évteAéxeia of the body.® But the question of the 
constituting element of personality itself is not raised, beyond the inference 
that a man from the point of view of matter and form is still a pi&ic.’ The 
Stoics after Posidonius tended increasingly to feel the influence of that tend- 
ency in Greek thought which had its ultimate roots in Orphism, the tendency 
to identify the personality with the soul, which is a sojourner, prisoner, in 
the tomb of the body.*® Such a dualism had become almost proverbial in the 
Hellenistic world, and was irresistible to men in sympathy with the religious 
feeling of the period. 

But though there was a tendency implicitly to identify the personality with 
the soul, nothing was made of this identification in a practical way. When a 
Greek or Hellenized Roman began to talk of the problem of his inner life 
he did so in a manner quite suggestive of the modern psychiatrist’s notion 
of the problem of life as one of “adjusting” the various impulses and tend- 
encies in the ego with each other. The ego was actually a little city; the ideal 
situation which meant peace and security was just as properly described as 
eUvouia and dikatoouvy in that realm as in any other. Paul and Philo meant 
literally that Sikaioowvy in the soul itself, in the sense of a city, is its highest 
state and best happiness. It was precisely the aspiration of Plato, and of 
thoughtful Greeks always. 

A brilliant, but little read, study by Freudenthal?’ threw a searching light 
upon the manifold character of Philo’s psychological teaching. Philo was a 
person of his age in at once being much interested in psychology and being 
inconsistent in his remarks about it. To Philo, too, man was a ovyKoipa,?° 
made up of oda, aloOyoic, yaotnp kal ai peta yaotéea ndoval, and nay 
ta adda, yAwttH, and ouvdAwe anav TO ovyKpiya, which cvyKpia was a 
moXtc 4 XwWea over which the higher part, in this passage the voUc,’? ruled. 
To Philo as to Plato the méAic of society is only an imitation of the real moAic 
in the soul of each individual.** All material existences were divided by 
Philo, in Stoic fashion, into four groups. The first type of existence has only 
Ef1c, cohesion, or that primary manifestation of the Stoic universal mvebya 


6. 4124 21. 

7. In Eth. Nic., 1177b 26 ff. Man is apparently a ovv@etos, one of whose ingredients is 
vouc, a divine thing, according to which the ovvéetoc should try to live. But Aristotle goes on 
to say that in the proper sense each man is (that is the seat of personality is identified with) 
this divine part, small a part of man as it is (1178a 2). 

8. Heinemann, Poseidonios, I, 56. I cannot agree that this was a case of the ethical wine of 
Posidonius breaking the old Stoic wine-skins (ib., p. 58). 

g. Max Freudenthal, Die Erkenntnislehre Philos von Alexandria, Berlin, 1891 (Berliner Stu- 
dien fir classische Philologie und Archaeologie, XIII, 1). 

10. Det., 52, 103, 139; Sac., 105; LA, iii, 191; Gig., 62; Immut., 111. 

II. Sac., 49. 12. Ib., 45. 

13. Conf., 107. The notion is familiar from Plato’s search for Suxaroovvy in the individual 
by examining the magnified individual, the m0Atc. 
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in which a particle of mvetya has definite physical limits. It extends from 
the center of the object to the circumference, then back to the center.* This 
it is which makes the material object into an identity, and would seem to be 
the Stoic notion of the origin of individual existence (mépac) in the other- 
wise indefinite extension of undifferentiated indetermination (aneipov), as 
other schools expressed the problem. 

The next order of existence, pvo1c, is that to which the powers of taking 
nourishment, of growing and changing, are added to the é€ic, a type repre- 
sented by the plants, hair, and nails.** Nothing is said of the nveGpa in this 
connection, but in view of his general acceptance of the Stoic notion, this 
would be only a higher manifestation of mveGpa."® 

In wuxn, the characteristic possession of animals (including man), $av- 
tacia and don are added to ovotc;2” or as he elsewhere explains, puxy is 
distinguished from guotc by having (in addition to the qualities of @ve1c) 
aic8yoic, davtacia, and épuy.t® Philo defines these: aloOycic means sense 
experience, or the faculty by which the outer world may come into the mind, 
and be kept there;*® ¢avtacia means that faculty by which these impressions, 
more than just being inside us, get stamped upon the soul. Hicks” thinks 
that “presentation” is a better term than “perception” or “impression” for 
this notion. As to oeuy Philo says: 


The object which has appeared and stamped itself [td pavev xal tundoay, i.e., 
the object present to the soul by the first two of these faculties] disposes the soul 
sometimes toward and sometimes away from the object.”* This condition of the 


soul is called 69H (impulse), which has been defined as the primary movement 
of the soul.?? 


Repulsion, which Philo includes under opyy along with its proper meaning 
of “impulse toward” a thing, was by the Stoics properly called agopyn.” 
From all of this what Philo meant by yuxn has appeared in careful outline. 
It is that (form of mveGya ?) which when present in a material object gives 
power of sensation, perception, reaction and impulsion, in addition to the 


14. Immut., 35. 15. Ib., 37. 
16. Cf. Galen’s Comm. 5 in Hippocr. epid. 6, ap. SVF, Il, 715. See also ib., 716. 
17. LA, ii, 23. 18. Immut., 41. 


19. atodnous = eioteoc. 

20. Note to his translation of Diogenes Laertius, II, p. 152 (Loeb). Quoted by Colson and 
Whitaker, note ap. Immut., 41. 

21. These words are a very free paraphrase of toté pév oixeiwe tots 6& wo EtTEQUS 
Svéfyxe thy wuyrv. I do not understand the meaning of Colson and Whitaker’s translation, 
“has an effect upon the soul sometimes of an appropriate kind, sometimes the reverse.” See the 
quotation from Plutarch in their note to this section, iii, 484, ie., Plutarch, Adv. Coloten, 


1122c: tO S5& d6euntindv éyetodpevov tx tod Mavtaotixod mEQdc TA OlxEia NTEGXTLXDS 
xivet tov &viowov. | 


22. Immut., 44. 
23. As Colson and Whitaker point out in their note, i11, 484. 
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quality of individual identity, and the power of taking nutrition, and of 
growing and altering in form, characteristic also of lower forms of existence. 

All of these qualities and powers man shares with the higher animals; he 
is set off from other CGa by his diavoia or voUc, which is not a part of the 
WuxY in its lower manifestations, though like those other parts it is called 
an eldoc tijc WuXis. Rather, as he says, votc “has gained possession of the 
better and purer ovcia out of which the divine QUceic were made.”** This 
votic is the “eye of the soul” by which the darkness of ignorance is scat- 
tered. By virtue of it man alone is free. The yuxy of animals is thus regarded 
in Stoic fashion as typifying that inevitability of natural causation with which 
Philo does not want to associate man too closely because he sees that moral 
responsibility and materialistic determinism are quite incompatible. So he 
points out the moral irresponsibility of plants and animals, because they had 
not this higher gift of an immediate share in the divine substance. 

Philo can easily abandcn the Stoic psychology to describe the constitution 
of man in Aristotelian language:”° 


There are three parts of the soul, the doextixdv, the aiodytixdv, and the Aoyixdv. 
The divine avetpa is, according to the Theologian [Moses], the ovota of the 
hoy indy, for he says that God breathed into man’s face the breath of life. The 
ovota of the aicdytixdv xal Aoyixdv is the blood. . . . Blood is most correctly 
called the soul of the flesh.2® Sense and emotion are concerned with flesh, not 
mind and reason. Yet of a truth even the expression “in the blood of the soul”?? 
indicates that the soul is one thing and the blood another; so that avetua is 
really the ovota of the soul, yet the xvetpa is not separated off by itself in a place 
apart from the blood, but is contained within the blood and mixed (ovyxexoda- 
ovat) in it. 


It is obvious that the Stoic or the Aristotelian formulations were as such 
equally indifferent to him. Either could be advanced according to the exi- 
gencies of a given allegory. What did matter to Philo was that the total per- 
sonality was made up of diverse elements dominated by the reasoning fac- 
ulty. The classification and characterization of the lower elements was 
neither fixed nor important. For the personality, or the individual, seems to 
consist in none of the specific parts of the ovykpiya, however those parts may 
be described, but in the ovykptya itself.?* In a passage where Philo has de- 
scribed the universe as made up of a series of opposites held together in 


24. Immut., 46. In §35 the distinction is between the wuxn of animals, and the Aoyixn 
apuxyy of man. 
25. OG, ii, 59; Harris, Fragments, pp. 25f.; Freudenthal, Erkenntnislehre Philos, 40, n. 2. 


Cf. Opif., 69; OG, iv, 186. See Arist., De Anima, 413b 11 ff.: Hh wuxt . . . Tovtois Deuotar, 
PoertixO, aiodntix®, Stavontrxd, XUWHOEL. 
26. Lev. xvii, 11. 27. Gen. ix, 4, LXX. 


28. Philo’s remarks recall on many points the following: xa?’ otc S& pia Con tis wuts 
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harmony by love” he goes on to show that by causing this sort of cohesion 
God keeps His rulership over all things, while each individual constituent 
of the universe has the use of other parts, but no permanent ownership of, 
or domination over, any of them. He says:°° 


We have ourselves, and all that goes to make these selves, as a loan.®* I, indeed, am 
a combination of soul and body, seeming to have mind, reason (or speech) and 
sense perception, yet I find that none of these is my own property. For where was 
my body before I was born, and whither will it go when I have died? And what 
has become of the distinct life-periods of this “self” which appears to be a con- 
stant? Where is the babe that once I was, the little boy, the stripling, the young 
adolescent, the youth, the young buck, the young man, and the adult? Whence 
came the soul and whither will it go, and how long will it live with us? Can we 
tell what is its essential nature? And when did we come to possess it? Before 
birth? But then we did not exist. After death? But then we, who, in our junction 
with our bodies, are mixtures (ovyxgttot) and have qualities, shall not exist, but 
shall be brought into the rebirth, by which, becoming joined to immaterial things, 
we shall become unmixed (Govyxettot) and without qualities.5? 


Here it is specifically stated that the ego is a mixture of soul and body, and 
consists of neither the soul nor the body by itself. The body did not exist 
until “I” was born: the soul is npiv opodiattoc, a thing of which the ego 
never got full possession. This is all clear. The soul existed before our birth, 
but “we” did not.** The last quoted sentence confuses the matter. For in- 
stead of logically concluding that after death we shall cease to exist, he says 
that we who are a mixture shall not exist. After death “we” shall be pushed 
into palingenesis, when “we” shall be joined with immaterial things. The 
text of this last phrase is impossible as preserved inethe manuscripts, and 
sense can be made only by arbitrary emendation. But it is quite apparent that 
whatever the future relation of the “ego” to immaterial existences, the text 
clearly made the “ego” survive the dissoiution of that ovyKeiya in which it 
had apparently solely consisted, and whose destruction should have put an 


EOTLV T} TOU CUVDETOV, CUYXEXOULEVNS THS WATS TH COOuatt, do ot Dtwixol Agyouvowv. 
xaTA Toutous elo Eotiv 6 tEdMOSG Tis NAaQovOias avTdv, 6 év TH pEtéxEodaL 7 Ev tO 
xexodotar ti OAw Caw. Iamblichus, ap. Stob., 1, p. 368, 6£., SVF, Il, 826. 

29. A Pythagorean motif in Philo which I have discussed at length in my “Neo-Pythag. 
Source,” pp. 120 ff. 

30. Cher., 113 ff. 

31. EQUTOUS xal boa MEOL NUAS YOHOW eExouev. 

32. Cf. Ebr., 101. “Man” is defined as tO wuxis xal o@patoc tmacwa 7 mAéypa F 
xQGUG 7 6 tt MOTE YON xaAEtv ToutL tO oiwbetov CHov. In contrast is voUs elAixeivéotatos 
xal xatagwtatoc, dragged down and imprisoned in our bodies. Cf. ib., 144. 

33- Philo goes on in §115 to a further contrast between “us” and our souls. The soul knows 
‘us,” but “we” do not know it. It commands, “we” obey. It secures a divorce from us when 
it wishes and leaves ‘‘our house”’ bereft of life. Its nature is so subtle that it gives the b 
grip upon it. Philo is so anxious to deny the identity of the ego with the soul that t 
porarily almost confuses the ego with the body. 
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end to it altogether. It would appear that the passage is a syncretistic or 
eclectic combination of a notion of personality originally that of Heracleitus, 
through whatever channels it may have come to Philo,** with an Orphic, 
Neo-Pythagorean, mystic notion that the personality survives death and 
achieves a new and immaterial existence.** By the one, personality is a func- 
tion of the temporary pattern produced by the combination of soul and body, 
or of the elements out of which each of these is composed; by the other, 
personality is an immortal thing, now identified with this pattern, now to be 
transferred to another and quite different pattern, so that logically the per- 
sonality was for its existence independent of each alike. The latter can only 
have meaning if the personality was thought of as a permanent principle 
distinct from both soul and body. But this notion is to be used only in con- 
nection with the problem of life after death. From the ethical and temporal 
point of view, man is essentially the ovykpipa of body and soul. 

The picture of man as a composite is again made clear in the frequently 
repeated Stoic description of man as made up of two parts, the nyepovikov, 
called also the nveGpa, votic, or Aédyoc, and the unreasoning part, itself con- 
sisting of seven subdivisions, the five senses plus powers of speech, and 
reproduction. All of these seven parts are but the extensions of the nyeuovi- 
kov.°° The Stoic conception should logically have implied a unity of per- 
sonality. The senses are by this theory not self-existent entities but only 


34. L. Cohn connected this passage with the Jos., 127, at the translation of which passage 
(in Philos Werke) he refers to the investigation of H. von Arnim, Quellenstudien zu Philo von 
Alexandria, Berlin, 1888, pp. 94 ff. Von Arnim thinks the Jos. passage (he overlooked the pas- 
sage in Cher.) is of Heraclitean origin, and that it came to Philo through a Cynic writer, prob- 
ably Aenesidemus. Since the Cher. passage is already combined with a mystical belief in immor- 
tality, and since in the Plutarch parallel (E ap. Delphos, 18) which von Arnim adduced, the 
idea is used for the non-Heraclitean, but quite Pythagorean, contrast between tO ‘yuyvéuEvov 
and TO Ovtwe Ov, it seems to me that the combination of ideas of personality was made not by 
Philo but by the Neo-Pythagoreans. But the fact that the combination was made by a source 
of Philo’s and not by Philo himself does not remove the essential contradiction in the psy- 
chology. 

35. The modAvyyeveota here, as L. Cohn suggested (note to Cher., 114), is certainly the 
mystic one, more fully described in QE, ii, 46: “prior nativitas . . . commixta per carnem et 
corruptibiles habebat parentes; secunda nativitas . . . incommixta simplexque anima princi- 
palis (vel spiritus principis), mutata a genita ad ingenitam cuius non est mater, sed pater solus, 
qui et universorum.” The suggestion in Colson and Whitaker (ad loc.) that it might be con- 
nected with the Stoic muAvyyeveota seems beside the point. It is quite in keeping with such 
remarks as Corpus Herm., XIII, 3, 14. Cf. Angus, Religious Quests of the Graeco-Roman 
World, pp. 368 ff.; Kroll, Lehren des Hermes Trismegistus, pp. 363 £. It would appear that the 
Stoics had the term from Orphics and Pythagoreans: Rohde, Psyche (English), p. 356, n. 473 

. 361, n. 84. 
. 36. For the divisions of the irrational part of the soul the best passages are Heres, 230-236; 
Agr., 30 ff.; see also Op:f., 117; LA, 1, 11; Det., 168; OG, i, 75; ii, 123 Muz., 110 f. For Stoicism 
see the passages quoted in SVF, II, 827-831. For these divisions as all being extensions and 
duvdpers of the fyepovixdv see Fug., 182: to tyewovixdv Hu@v éoixds anyi Suvdperc 
swohAac cla Sta yijs pAcpOv avouPoeotv, tac Suvdpers tattas Gxer tHV aicdyjoewv 
[deyavov], dqtadpav, dtwv, Gwadv, tv GAAwv, GootéAAE. xtA. 
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Suvapetc of the nyepovikov, while the ego is definitely located in this domi- 
nant diavoia.*” But Stoic ethics was notoriously based upon the struggle for 
independence, achieved only by the cogoc, which the Siavoia had to carry 
on against its own Suvaueic as well as against the external world. So if the 
personality was theoretically unified, practically it was a medley of warring 
factions and tendencies. Philo had obviously little scientific interest in psy- 
chology, as is shown by his using such divergent theories, as well as by his 
tampering with the theories as he got them. So in one place he refers obvi- 
ously to the Stoic division, but makes the total seven instead of eight parts 
by leaving out the sexual function, merely to get the right number for the 
allegory immediately at hand. 

Again Philo describes the soul and its parts as being the result of the 
dividing action of the undivided higher mind (here the Adyoc Topeuc) upon 
the lower ddoyov Wuxijic ugeoc. The human soul is thus like the xéopoc in 
being made up of the circles of the planets, seven in all, plus the undivided 
region of the ovpavoc, the sphere of the fixed stars.°* The votic is itself a 
copy of the universal Logos, as that is a copy of God. With this talk of a 
mapadsetyua and an ameikovioua, as well as of the Adyoc towevc, we are in a 
Neo-Pythagorean milieu.*® It is true that the seven divisions are sometimes 
woipai*® and sometimes Suvaueic* of the soul or of To GAoyov Tic WuxHe, 
but in either case Philo thought vividly of the reality of the divisions. The 
senses, like the body, are only vessels of the mind which lives in them, and 
should support them and all the activities of the soul as a pillar does a 
house.’ The senses are indeed passive in themselves, as sight and hearing 
are in a passive relation to their objects, but are activities of the votc, for 
sense perception is a high development of one of the many Suvayeic of the 
voUc.** Yet not only is the mind bare without these faculties: Philo states 
specifically that without these faculties the mind cannot be said even to 
exist,“* by which we are again thrown back upon the notion of the ovykpipa 
as the seat of personality. 

It has been seen that one of the approaches to the problem of the psycho- 
logical constitution of man is through speaking of two or three souls—the 
one the aio€yTiKn, the other the AoyiKiy, a third the Ooentixy.*® The two- 


37. See Zeller, PAil. d. Gr., III, i (4th ed.), pp. 200 ff., esp. 203, n. 2. 

38. Heres, 230 ff. 

39. Philo connects the tripartite division of the soul proper with this material in Heres, 225. 

40. As in Det., 168. 

41. As in Mut., 110. See Freudenthal, op. c#t., pp. 36 ff. 

42. Mig., 124: evxdpeta ovv tov dc ev oixig otiAOV votv Ev Wuyi}. Freudenthal’s pas- 
sages do not justify his calling the votc in this connection “die eigentliche Seele” (p. 38). 

43. LA, ii, 35 ff. 

44. LA, iii, 49: &vev tOv SuvapEewv 6 votc xa Eautdov yuuvoc xat odds Ov cteioxetar. 
In Cong., 59 Philo says: Aoyiopod fh GAN worn xatareg aotn ovpBtoc. 

45. See above, p. 374. 
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fold soul, more common than the three-fold, Philo justified by the fact that 
in one passage of Scripture the yuxn was identified with blood,** in another 
with mvetya.*’ In the passage quoted these are combined into a ovyxpipa, 
the mveUpa type of puxn being interfused into the blood. The same scrip- 
tural passages appear again when he says: 


The word soul is used in two senses, with reference either to the soul as a whole 
or to its dominant (jyepovixdv) part, which latter is, properly speaking, the soul 
of the soul (wuyn wouyijs). . . . Therefore the Lawgiver held that the ovcia of 
the soul is likewise twofold, blood being the ovoia of the soul as a whole, and the 
divine xvevpa of the dominant part.* 


The mixture here is quite the same as in the passage based upon Aristotle 
quoted from the Quaestiones in Genesin.*° The idea appears elsewhere in 
Philo.® In the passages quoted the “two souls” have been quite obviously 
worked out on the basis of the Stoic nyepovikév, which is a unique part, but 
still a part, of the soul. 

Philo has here hopelessly confused two very distinct types of doctrine. The 
notion that the soul is essentially the mveGya or diavoia, with the radiating 
Suvapeic, should lead logically to the conclusion that the soul is a unit. This 
conclusion many, including Posidonius, took.™ Philo followed the traditions 
of the Pythagoreans,” as well as of Hippocrates, and Plato, in talking liter- 
ally of “parts” of the soul, or of distinct souls. This he did, apparently, to 
maintain his notion of the personality as a mixture of various elements, not a 
single entity like Posidonius.™ | 

In another passage Philo uses the same Old Testament texts with Plato- 
nism, especially the Timaeus, in mind.™* Here the fact that puxy is identified 
in one scriptural passage with blood, in another with nveUya shows that 


46. Lev. xvii, 11. 47. Gen. il, 7. 48. Heres, 55. 

49. See above, p. 374. 

50. See also Spec., iv, 123. The ovota wuyxijs voegac xat Aoyixiis is nvetpa teiov, while 
blood is the ovata wuyxiis tis aicbytixijc, xa? Tv huiv te xai totic GAdyoug xorvov td 
Civ oupBEepnxev. 

51. See the long discussion of Galen, de Placitis Hipp. et Plat., p. 501, 10 ff. by Schmekel, 
Philosophie der Mittleren Stoa, p. 259, n. 2; also the many passages in Zeller, Phil. d. Gr., III, 
i (4th ed.), p. 202, n. 3. 

52. Diog. Laert., VIII, 30. 

53. There was a confusion similar to Philo’s among the ancients as to the relations of the 
soul and the blood. Empedocles and Critias identified soul and blood. The Stoic tradition iden- 
tified soul with avetpa, but said it was nourished by the blood. But some Stoics, notably 
Diogenes of Babylon, were uncertain. Cf. SVF, III, p. 216, ll. 26-31: xal adtog émAavdavd- 
Wevocg TOV oixetwv Soyuatov alud mynow elvar thy puxynv, Oc "Epredoxitc xal Keitiacs 
trékaBov. et 5& ye Exoito Kicdvier xal Xovoinnw xat Zhvwv, tetq~eobar pwév éF 
aipatos Mryoact thv wuynv, ovoiav § adtis tbxdexew td xvetua, nso Ett TadTOV EoTOL 
TO TOEMOV xal TO xIVOiV, EimEQ TEEMEL LEV TO ala, xtvet 5& TO mvetua; Cf. Diog. Laert., 
VIII, 30. I have not been able to find any philosopher, who taught the doctrine of two souls, 
one the blood, the other the xvetpa. 

54. Det., 79 ff. 
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each of us is two in number, an animal and a man. To each has been allotted a 
duvapis akin to the duvdpetc of the soul, to the one power of life, by virtue of 
which we live, and to the other the reasoning power, by virtue of which we are 
rational beings. The irrational beings, also, have a share in the life-power, but of 


the reasoning power, God is, not indeed the partaker, but the originator, the foun- 
tain of the primal Reason."® 


Blood is thus properly the ovoia of the CutiKy Suvauic, mvetua the ovoia of 
the AoyiKyn. This nveGya is not (as elsewhere in Philo) moving air, but is 
TuUMoc Tic kal xapaktne Selac Suvapewe, or elkuv, 


showing that God is the archetype of the logical nature, and that man is an imita- 
tion and copy. But by “man” is meant not the double-natured animal, but that 
best part (etd0c) of the soul which is called vots and Adyos. . . . And He called 
mvevua. the soul of man, meaning by “man” not the ovyxouua, as I said, but that 
God-like creation by which we reason, whose roots He stretched up to heaven 
and bound to the last circle of the fixed stars.55* 


The passage, as has frequently been pointed out, is obviously based upon 
the Timaeus of Plato (goa ff.). For our immediate purpose it is notable that 
while Philo has seemed to contradict his conception that the personality of 
the individual consists in the ovykpiya, he has in reality kept to it clearly. 
For it is notable that the ego (ékaotoc yudv) is made up of the double- 
natured compound. True only the higher nature is properly “human,” and 
we are “human” not by virtue of the mixture, but only of the god-like reason 
in us. But “we” are not identified exclusively with the human part, for we 
“use” this part of “us” when we think. The ego is still the ovykpipa, and 
the “man” and the “animal” in us are each alike parts of “us.”** 

Philo frequently uses the Platonic divisions of the human soul into reason 
(votic, TO AoyiKov, etc.), Oupdc, and émOupia, assigned respectively to the 
head, chest, and abdomen.” In one passage he uses the distinctively Platonic 
expression that the soul has a teittov eidoc,°* but he more frequently talks 
of the three divisions as pépy of the soul, as does Plato also.” 

It is apparent that Philo will use any psychological scheme that fits the 
immediate necessities of his allegory. The one constant, which he brings out 
in all the theories, is the conception of the ego as a ovykpiya, however the 


55. Ib., 82. 55a. Ib., 83. 

56. It is in this sense that he speaks of tov év hiv med GAnderav Gvdownov, tovtEoTt 
Tov votv; that is, “the real man,” the vovc, is év Hiv, the totality: Plant., 42. 

57. A frequent idea in Plato. See especially Timaeus, 69¢ ff. 

58. Spec., iv, 92. Cf. Plato, Repub., 580d: Goneg noAtc Sifjenta: xata teia etdyn, otto 
xal WuxT] Evdc Exdotov TOLL}. 

59. Conf., 21; Heres, 225; LA, i, 70, ili, 115; cf. Repub., 4z2bf. In Virt., 13, Philo calls 
them duvapets tis wuxns. Philo also speaks of the divisions “in us” as caro, sensus, et ratio: 
QG, iii, 3; cf. iv, 117. 
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ingredients of the mixture may be defined.® Philo’s emphasis upon the 
personality is quite a departure from his Greek sources for psychology. In 
handling all of these the notion of the ovykpipa, indeed the word itself, is 
superimposed upon the Greek ideas. It is true that Antiochus taught a doc- 
trine of man as made up of soul and body,®™ while Plutarch records that oi 
modAot thought of man (6 avOpunoc) as a oUvOeTov.” Philo may then sim- 
ply be reproducing popular Greek thought. But his notion of the ovykpipa 
as the total man is given an entirely new prominence even over against his 
Orphic mysticism. So consistent an importation of a new idea into the Greek 
source must have had some definite motivation, and the motive is not far to 
seek. The Jews of Philo’s day, and for long into the past as we know them, 
had thought of man as body plus soul. The Jewish resurrection of the body 
was elaborately explained as necessary because if there is to be punishment 
after death neither the body nor the soul could properly be blamed for the 
sins committed by the two in conjunction.* That is, the personality is defi- 
nitely made up of what Philo calls the ovyxpipa. This much Philo has from 
Judaism. It is true that his mind is so filled with the Orphic-Pythagorean 
point of view that salvation after death is a release from the body and resto- 
ration of the immaterial diavoia to the source. Yet he never lost his Judaism 
so completely that he ceased to think of man in the practically wholesome 
way of being a combination of body and soul, into whatever logical difficul- 
ties it might lead him with the Orphic point of view.™ 

The total impression from his most varied remarks on the subject is that 
Philo’s own approach was that of a man primarily with a religious problem,” 


60. In describing a man of ordinary human nature as contrasted with the ideal man Philo 
says that since he has a greatly mixed and earthly body, he has no share in single and uncom- 
pounded nature (as does the ascetic), for his state is one that is moAUtQOMOSG nai Ex NavtOLMV 
OVVTONMEVY xOL mEexAaouEvH (Plant., 44). 

61. See the report of Antiochus in Cicero, De Finibus, V, xii, 34: “Atqui perspicuum est 
hominem e corpore animoque constare, quum primae sint animi partes, secundae corporis.” 
But Antiochus does not seem to have used this in a way at all like Philo. 

62. De Facie in Orbe Lunae, 943a. And we recall Aristotle’s wt&ts. See above, p. 371. 

63. See the material collected by G. F. Moore, Judaism, I, 486 ff. 

64. This point is clearly brought out in Cong., 97, a passage which Heinemann quotes 
(Poseidonios, I, 62, n. 5) as indicating that Philo followed Posidonius in identifying the per- 
sonality with the votc. Philo says: 6 vots, 6¢ xveiwg eineiv Gviguadcs Eotw Ev avdoung, 
XOELTTOV EV xEloove xal GDavatocs év Pvyth. This statement has no absolute value, for it 
is a part of an allegory of the command to offer first fruits, which involves, Philo says, not 
only the first fruits of the farms and animals, but also the first fruits of the body, and of man 
in the sense of reason. That Philo does not mean the statement literally appears a few lines 
below in §98, where he says, tO yYaQ ne@tov xai Gorotov év jyiv avtoic 6 Aoytouds éott, 
by which 6 Aoyiopds is plainly restored to its normal place in Philo’s thinking as a part of 
“ourselves,” a larger totality. The other passage adduced by Heinemann, Agr., 9, is also a 
product of the allegory. Posidonius seems to have taught, on the contrary, a doctrine paraphrased 
by Cicero: “Mens cuiusque is est quisque”: Rep., VI, 26. See Heinemann, op. cit., I, 61 f., 181; 
II, 22. os 

65. Freudenthal prefers to call this “ethical” rather than “religious,” Erkenntnislehre Philos, 
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the warfare of the “lower” against the “higher” elements of his nature. With- 
out going into too great detail, it will be necessary to define more exactly 
how Philo thought of these two main divisions. 

By whatever philosophy Philo was being guided at a given time, it has 
already appeared that he thought always of the highest part of a man as 
being essentially an intellectual force. Even concerning the intellect, Philo 
has no theory to which he adheres consistently. The voUc NYeyWV is in the 
first place quite incomprehensible.” 


What do we suppose its substance (ovota) to be? Is it xvetpa or blood or matter 
at all (cua ouvddwc)? It is not matter, for it must be called Gom@patog. Or is it 
limit (xéQacs) or form (etd0c) or number, or évdeheyera,®” or attunement (Gepo- 
via), or any existing thing whatever? | 


Except for its immateriality, then, Philo is quite at a loss what to call its 
essential substance. He does not know, he goes on to point out, whether it is 
infused into us from without or is the warm principle within us (n évOeepuioc 
EV nUiv puotc) hardened like steel by contact with the cold air about us. He 
cannot say whether it perishes with the body, continues to live after the death 
of the body for only a period of time, or is permanently indestructible. He 
will not say whether it is situated in the head or in the heart. Philo’s theoreti- 
cal skepticism about the soul would seem to be thorough and complete, and 
one might infer that the passages where he makes more positive statements 
about the soul are of a tentative character. Yet if Philo despaired of any 
critically exact knowledge of the voUc nyeywv, he says many instructive 
things about it. At one time the voUc or Siavoia seems quite a part of the 
man’s own personality. It is itself a human affair, and stops short of appre- 
hending divine nature. For the fact that the votc nyepwv is in the image of 
God by no means indicates, he says, that it is upon an equality with God. 
It is not even upon an equality with the “heavenly man,” who was “stamped 
after the image of God,” while the earthly man, i.e. the human being, was 


39, n. 1. I am deeply in sympathy with an important remark of Kennedy (Philo’s Contribution 
to Religion, 1919, p. 89, n. 1). Kennedy says that when Lietzmann contrasts Paul’s and Philo’s 
psychology, he is in error in saying that Philo is looking from the intellectual standpoint, Paul 
from that of pure religion. “In our judgment,” says Kennedy, “Philo is here far more directly 
influenced by religious experience than by any philosophical theory.” The statement could be 
improved only by omitting the word “here,” and so making it perfectly general. Indeed, in view 
of Philo’s obvious lack of any fixed notion of psychology, the fact that Paul expresses himself 
differently from Philo means not at all that Paul’s remarks would not have been as acceptable 
to Philo as any one of the half dozen notions Philo reflects. Kennedy is in this section especially 
sound in his conclusions. 

66. Som., 1, 30-33. Cf. Opif., 69. 

67. Philo was probably making the common Hellenistic confusion, using évdeAéyera in the 
sense of évteAéyeva. See Liddel and Scott, s.v. &vteAéxeva. So he should be understood here 
as meaning that the soul is the Aristotelian “actuality” rather than “continuity.” 
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“made, but not begotten.” Man is not a direct copy. of God, but only sec- 
ondarily so as a copy of the Logos.® And yet for the human votc to be a 
copy of the Logos is to have ovyyéveta with it.”° Philo asserts that the votc 
nyeuwv, by virtue of its having been created in God’s image, has a substance 
as inscrutable as God’s. It is able, like God, while itself invisible, to see all 
things; it works out all the sciences, traverses land and sea and the universe 
itself, and even goes on beyond the material into » vontn ovcia, where the 
visions it gets inspire it to go even on to God Himself. But to get up to God 
Himself is ultimately impossible for the human mind, for at the last step 
the eye of Siavoia is suddenly dazzled and blinded by streaming rays of 
concentrated light (péi¢ aOpoov).™ The idea that 6 avOpumivoc votc could 
be the pétpov navtwv xenuatwv seems to Philo the most impious of notions 
—typified by so low a person as a woman who would become Cain’s wife.” 
Likewise he considered the Stoics utterly wrong in thinking that the uni- 
verse goes along in an automatic process guided by no personal Director, 
with the inference that the human mind has created the arts, professions, 
laws, and customs and the moAitika kai iSia Kal Kolva Sikata. One who could 
think such extravagances of man’s mind seems to Philo to have reversed the 
whole aim of the Mystery. He has run away from the divine mind and is 
living in his own mind. 6 yap amodidpackwv Oedv Katadevyel cic EauTov. 
From this the human mind would seem to be almost the complete antithesis 
of the divine mind.” 

The same contrast is frequently brought out in Philo’s explanation of 
ecstasy and prophetic inspiration. “Our” minds are, like God’s, light-centers, 
sending vontac avyac through “us” as the sun illumines the material uni- 
verse. So long as this is going on we are “in ourselves” and so cannot be 
possessed. But when the light of our minds “sets” there naturally then comes 
the state of ecstasy, enthusiasm, possession, mania. For when the divine light 
shines, the human light sets, and when the divine light sets, the human 

7 14 
rises. 

When talking in this vein Philo has obviously a very high opinion of the 

68. LA, i, 31. 

69. Opif., 25; Plant., 19 f. See J. Cohn’s note to Opif., 25 in Philos Werke; G. F. Moore, 
Judaism, 1, 446 ff.; III, 136, n. 177. When Philo says that man is Gvtipwov teot Suvdpewc, 
elx@v tis dogdtov micews éuqaviic dudiov yevnty (Mos., ii, 65) he is saying the same 
thing, though not distinguishing that this is true only with respect to the vols. 

70. Exs., 163. 

71. Optf., 69-71. In the illuminating essay by R. M. Jones, “Posidonius and the Flight of 
the mind through the Universe,” Classical Philology, XXI (1926), pp. 104-113, this type of 
argument is examined as a phenomenon in Greek Philosophy. Jones proves conclusively that it 
is not uniquely to be classed as a Posidonian contribution. His discussion of the matter in 
Philo is very thorough. Philo is fond of describing the power of the mind as being based upon 
its ability to see the higher truth: See Op;f., 53; LA, iii, 110; Sac., 78; Abr., 57; Virt., 11 ££.; 


such I take to be 6 BAénwv Aoytopdc in LA, iii, 110. 
72. Post., 34-39. 73. LA, ili, 28-31. 74. Heres, 263 £. 
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possibilities of the human reason, though he thinks that to dwell in it too 
much is eventually to be led into some philosophical absurdity. Yet even at 
its very highest, the human mind is utterly different from the divine mind. 
Man must go out of himself altogether to have communion with the mind of 
God. 7 

In sharp contrast with this notion of the human votc is another, just as 
common in Philo, that the mind of man is a bit of God, or what is ulti- 
mately the same thing, of the Logos of God, dwelling in him. “Every man,” 
he says, with a shrug of the shoulders at too close psychological theory, “is 
in respect of his mind closely assimilated to (wxeiwtat) the divine Logos, 
for he has come into being [in that respect] as a copy, or fragment, or 
emanation of that blessed nature.””® The Aoyiopoc in man may be called an 
anoonaoya (fragment) of the soul of the Universe, but it is more pious for 
a student of the philosophy of Moses to speak of it as an impression (exya- 
Yelov) of the divine likeness.”* Important as are the philosophical implica- 
tions of this distinction, to Philo it is a mere matter of terminology. 

For Philo makes the distinction at all only when he has in mind the verse: 
“God created man in his own image.” By that verse he may understand a 
reference to the “heavenly man,” but he understands one also to the “earthly 
man,” the human being,” or rather to his votic,’* which is itself in some 
sense like God. For God made this voUc, and then breathed the nveUya into 

® But this same notion of the inbreathing of the mveUya may to him be- 
sae also God’s giving to man yj Aoyixn puxn,*° whose “priest,” that is, 
whose link with God, is “the true man,” the voUc.** So again, because God 
is said to have breathed in the mveUya, Philo says that in man is voUc, 
amoonacya Geiov wv, precisely the word which in the passage just quoted 
he thought ill-advised.** Indeed he goes all the way to a-complete contradic- 
tion of the notion of the limitation of the human mind when he describes 
again how the mind of man can go over the whole universe, and aim at 
going on to apprehend ¥ y akatadymtoc Seo pucic.*® But whereas before he 
said that being only in the image of God it could not stand the rays coming 
out from God, now he identifies the mind of man with these divine rays. 
For how could the mind of man have comprehended this universe, he asks, 


if it had not been an inseparable &xdoxaopa of that divine and blessed soul r* 
75. Opif., 146: tis paxaglacs micews éxpayeiov 7 dndonacpe. i dxnavyaopa. Cf. Opif., 
76. Mut., 223; the idea is the familiar stamp of the Seal, the Logos. See also Mos., ul, 128. 


77. Plant., 19. 
78. LA, i, 32. See below, p. 385. 


79. Ib., 37. 80. Plant., 18 f. 
81. Som., i, 215; on understanding 6 neQd¢ GAN detav Gviquwo¢ as votc, see Plant., 42. 
82. Som., i, 34. 83. Det., 89 f. See above, n. 71. 


84. It would seem here that God is identified with } tot mavtds wuxn. 


384 By Licut, Licut 


For no part of the divine existence is cut off into something separate, but only is 
extended. 


So the human mind has a share in the perfection manifest in the universe.** 

On the other hand Philo has one striking description of the human mind 
in its condition before it was united with the other “half of the soul,” 
alcOnyoic. In that state it was utterly blind and deaf, completely dissociated 
from the realm of matter, and hence entirely a3uvatoc. The soul as a whole 
(n ody uxn) was not made until the voc was woven into a single fabric 
with aloOnoic.8* Nothing could be more complete a contrast to the notion 
that the mind is an anoomaoya of the divine mind, which is regarded as 
seeing and knowing all things, and itself not only forming, but ruling, the 
material world.*’ True Philo goes on at length to point out the folly of 
thinking that man’s own perceptions and notions on the basis of his sense 
experiences are his own creation; for all things are of God.* But nothing is 
said here to controvert the impression that the mind put into man was as 
different as possible from the divine mind. 

Yet again in complete contrast he describes votic and its relation to the 
rest of the soul as follows: 


Notc imparts to the unreasoning part of the soul that of which it has received a 
share from God, so that the votig is ensouled from God, but the unreasoning part 
by vous. For votc is in a sense God of the unreasoning part. . . . For some of 
the things which come into existence do so from God acting as both cause and 
agent (xat U0 Beov xal dv aitov), while some things do so with God as cause 
but not agent. The best things come in with God in both relations, . . . and 
vouc is one of them. But the unreasoning part, while ultimately caused by God, 
did not come into existence through God’s immediate agency, but through the 
agency of the reasoning part, the ruler and king in the soul.®® 


Tt seems useless to try to reconcile this statement with the description of 
the soul as blind and deaf, impctent, before it was combined with aioOnoic. 
The only possible reconciliation might be found in the indications that Philo 
believed in a double voUc, and might be speaking of one or the other at any 


85. Posidonius had probably the same notion (see Heinemann, Posezdonios, i, 62, 185), but 
since it was found also in Plato and Aristotle, as Heinemann himself recognizes (ib., 65 f.), 
and in the Pythagoreans as well, it might have reached Philo through some other source than 
Posidonius. 

86. Cher., 58-60. In §58 I would accept the suggestion of Markland, and read oWpatog ovx 
éqynnteto atedwe, <ovx> éyov. 

87. For example Heres, 235: 8 te yao teiocg Adyos ta Ev tH pioer Sethe xal Severe 
navta, 6 TE uEetTEeOS Voc, Ett’ &v nagadadby vontHs nocdypwata te xal oWpmata, eis 
anevodxig Gerona Siargei ween xal téwvov ovdénote Arye. It is impossible to reconcile 
such a statement with the notion that votc, without atobyots, is now, and was always, entirely 
without contact with, or knowledge of, cmpata. 

87a. Cher., 61 ff. 88. LA, 1, 40. 
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given time. And there are quite clear indications that Philo did believe in a 
two-fold mind. He tells how God made the earthly mind as a part of earthly 
man, who is defined as voUc cloxpivouevoc owpati, oumu 8’ elokeKpIévoc. 
This voc is ynyevnc kal oUoowpatoc.® It would appear, from Immut., 
4i ff., that this type of mind was a part of the soul, the part which had to do 
with sense-perception, having memory, and reacting in impulse (opyn). But 
it is notable that it is a voUc, if it is right to associate these two passages. The 
votc which Philo often has in mind is that higher thing, to which in this 
passage he gives the name voUc or Siavoia exclusively. Toto tiic puxiic TO 
elSoc, as he also calls it, was not created out of the material elements, but 
received a share in that purer and better ovota out of which the divine na- 
tures were made. So it alone of our constituting parts is indestructible. It has 
a share in the distinguishing characteristic of God, His freedom. The ousia 
to which Philo refers is obviously the mveUya of God mentioned in other 
passages, but is also the méyntn ovoia, the ether, of which mind is a frag- 
ment.*° Much of Philo is made clearer if we might, as 1 think we may, 
assume that he was frequently thinking of this double sort of oy a 
So in his warfare between opinion (kevy 86&a) and the higher reason,” it 
is hard to know whence this opinion can come if not from a lower mind. 
In the Legum Allegoria, iii, 228 ff., opinion corrupts voUc in us, and our 
voc is very corruptible; the only safe thing is to believe in God. Philo is 
rationalizing Abraham’s “believing God,” but seems clearly to indicate a 
human mind as over against a higher source of truth, an immediate presence 
of God, to which we have access, and which would appear to be the op06c 
Adyoc encountered elsewhere. Logia, émothHun de900 Adyou, is possible for 
us, but we can achieve it only by banishing S0&a and the votic,”* and keep- 
ing our Siavoia fixed upon the davtacia Tot Oeot.* He can speak of the 
voc as utterly unable “in itself” to come to sound judgment; he discusses 


89. LA, i, 31 ff. 

90. Heres, 283. See Colson and Whitaker, III, 485. See also LA, iti, 161: tO Lev OvV COPA 
é yc Sedypioveyetar, h S& wy aidgeocs gotiv, andonacpa Peiov, xti. Yuyxn is here 
the xvetua of God, and obviously equals vous. Similarly Decal., 134: &vbewxos 8€, THov 
Gguotov xata tO XQEiTTOV tov év ait, thy wuxhv, ovyyevéotatos 7@ xadaqutate 
tijs ovolas ovgav®@, dco 8 6 tHv miciotwv Adyos, xal tH tod xdopov xatol, tHv ent 
Yiis Gndvtwv olxevdtatov axetxdvicna xol pinnua ths ddliov xai evdaipovoc tdsas 
tov votv AaBov. The more typically Stoic notion is just as plainly stated when he says that 
the soul has from a single root put out two shoots, the one undivided, the mind, the other cut 
up into the seven divisions of five senses, speech, and generation: Agr., 30. 

g1. The probability of an ultimate Aristotelian origin of Philo’s double mind need only be 
suggested. A comparison of Philo’s remarks with Aristotle’s would here be a considerable and 
needless digression. 

92. E.g., Som., ii, 95. In LA, iii, 79 f., voU¢ is a tyrant leading men to lawless acts of the 
body, in contrast with the true king which gives laws, 6 d98d¢ Adyos, here at once divine and 
a part of man. 

93. Cher., 9 f. 94. Ib., 13. 
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at length the causes of human illusion, and the resulting confusion of philo- 
sophical systems.”° In every man there are two tribunals, that of his Aoyiopic, 
which judges all things by the canon of ta vonta, and that of aio@yoic, 
which judges by ta épata: the former leads man into dAyOe1a, the latter to 
d0fa.°* Each of these is obviously a mentality, in that each can form judg- 
ments. Again the sin of the tower of Babel represents the sin of trying by 
means of the aicOyoetc to reach the border of heaven, our own voUc; that is, 
the people at Babel preferred aioOyoic to Siavoia, and presumed to think 
that they could apprehend ta vonta by means of the senses, enslaving the 
ruling things and violently putting up slaves as rulers.°” Philo’s remarks can 
be harmonized only by thinking that he, at least in some moods, thought of 
votic as double, the one voUc properly our own, the other voUc a higher 
principle within us, sometimes thought of as almost fully divine, an amo- 
omaopa Qeiov within us, and sometimes as a part of our earthly creation. 

Corresponding to these two minds are the two approaches to mystical ex- 
perience, represented in the Mystery by the Higher and Lower Mysteries. 
The better way is by direct revelation of God to man, whereby man “per- 
ceives God by means of God,” which can only mean that the adnoonaopa of 
God within him perceives the revealed totality, though here the anconaopa 
is not normally a constant part of the human constitution, at least in measure 
adequate for the vision. The mystic apprehension of God is also described 
as an experience of apprehending light by means of light. Another mystic 
method, not so good as the first, but still a method, is to come to a knowledge 
of God, as Philo says, “from below,” that is by physical research, a cosmologi- 
cal approach in which the world is found to be a great moAtc with its laws, 
and so the mind goes on to infer the Creator and Ruler behind the cosmos.”* 
This is of course based upon a conception of the mind as operating primarily 
through, or on the basis of, sense perception. The double approach to the 
problem of mental operations, though found in Plato,” would seem ulti- 
mately to be Pythagorean. For from Pythagoreanism came simultaneously 
two things: first the inspiration to scientific cosmology based upon geometry 
and proportion, as reflected in Plato’s Timaeus, whose aim was to “save the 
appearances”; and second that Orphic type of mysticism which despised all 
sense, and sought liberation of the fragment of the divine Mind from the 
body. Philo could hardly be expected to be more consistent than the schools 
themselves. 

The proper way to live, corresponding to each conception of voUic, would 

95. Ebr., 166—205. 96. Praem., 28. 97. Conf., 133. 

98. Praem., 37-46: GAnterov 6&8 petlaow of tov Bedv eH ~avtacwwtévtes, putt pds 
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teries.” 

iat ie recalls especially the double method of thought at the close of the sixth book of the 
Republic. | 
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be the complete mastery of the divine portion over the lower portions. When 
the human mind is thought of as base and earthly, Philo looks for its “set- 
ting,” and the rising in its place of the divine mind. When the mind is a 
copy of the divine, it is good to develop it by every discipline, though hold- 
ing it subordinate to God. When the human mind is itself divine, its destiny 
is to be constantly nourished and developed by influx of more of the divine 
principle, while it holds strict rule over the rest of man’s constitution. In any 
case, man is only to achieve his proper destiny when the “city” of the soul, 
with its varied inhabitants, are benevolently but firmly ruled by the divinely 
appointed king of the “city,” however the “king” itself might be described. 
Philo has several descriptions of the kingship of the mind. In one pas- 
sage**’ he has been allegorizing the notion of the shepherd or herdsman (a 
royal figure), in which the impulses of the senses toward pleasure are de- 
scribed as cattle who must be tamed. These dAoyot Suvapelc THC Wuxficy 
the ddoyov otipoc Wuxiic, try to get the mastery over 6 Aoylopdc, 6 NYEHWV 
voUic. When the herd is stronger than the herdsman, instead of ta&ic every- 
thing is filled with ata&ia, or with dkoopia instead of eUkoopia, with tumult 
and confusion instead of order and clarity, because of all lack of legally 
(voutpoc) constituted rulership. NoUc is Bactheuc, and when it is weak, the 
subjects are open to attack by any invader. For lack of rulership (avapxia) 
is treacherous, but rulership is owtnptov, especially that in which voyoc and 
diky are honored. Such a rulership is rule ovv Aoyw. The mind in us is quite 
analogous to the great Mind of the universe in that both of them rule and 
shepherd their subjects down to the least details according to vopioc and Siky. 
This rulership is set up when “we” abandon the life of Sofa and go into the 
region (or state) where we become the OWATIKOc oikoc Siavoiac.?” Philo is, 
as usual in technical philosophy, inconsistent here. He goes on to explain in 
this passage that we become thus under the rulership of the mind when we 
close our eyes and ears to the life of the senses in complete ascetic with- 
drawal;*” in other passages he describes the rulership as one not of abandon- 
ing the senses, but, in the more proper sense of the figure, of guiding them. 
Whatever the senses perceive when working under the direction of voUc is 
perfect (téAc1a), and such a functioning is kata Seov: their unguided opera- 
tion is characteristic of “ourselves.”*°* The Sophos, under the rulership of 
reason, has purified all his senses, has reduced them under such control that 


100. Som., ii, 15 ff.; c£., OG, iv, 216, where the Greek must have been very similar to this 
passage. The lower princes destroy that which is justum et utile (cf. Som., ii, 154 where the 
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they are never spontaneously active, but are entirely passive to the prompt- 
ings of reason.*°° 

With this contrast the notion appears to be introduced that to live accord- 
ing to “ourselves” is the life of sin and disorder, while the only true life is 
that kata Sov. The notion becomes clearer when it appears that Philo also 
described the state where mind rules over the lower members as one which 
is in accordance with the Law of Nature,’ and the state of anarchy as napa 
oul, a state of disease?” It is accordingly not surprising that King Reason 
should also be called by that highly inclusive term, 6p80¢ Aoyoc. It has already 
appeared that while this term is used of the human mind when it is “think- 
ing straight,” it is also used to bring out the legal aspect of the universal 
Logos.*°8 ‘O dp80¢ Adyoc always suggested, even when used of the subjec- 
tive realm, the universality of the legal force of the divine Logos, represent- 
ing itself in many ways, not least importantly as the human mind in its 
highest sense. In one passage the 6906¢ Adyoc is equivalent to God Him- 
self, for Philo says that the good man is a friend to God (8¢6) but the bad 
man is an enemy of the 6986¢ Adyoc, and as such is concealed from God.’ 
In other passages, where honoring the op96¢ Aoyoc is described as bringing 
the ideal state of peace and order, it is impossible to know whether it is the 
cosmic or the subjective 6p96¢ Adoyoc to which Philo is referring.° That 
Philo has both the subjective and cosmic principles in mind is clear from the 
following, where the same imagery is used:*** 


Souls, when they cleave to God, from being women become virgins; they cast 
off the womanly destruction which is latent in sense and feeling, and follow after 
the true and untampered Virgin, namely that which is pleasing to God. Such 
souls then have by definition become widows; they take to themselves now in 
addition the d000¢ vouos of nature as a husband, but also as a father, for with 
the greatest concern the dg0g Adyog tells to the individual as to an offspring 
what things must be done. 


One wonders whether the text read here originally voyoc or Aoyoc but it 
would have meant quite the same thing in either case. It is possible to think 
of the nyeudv as the votc danéonaoua in the individual, as his 6966¢ Adyoc, 
or as the indwelling voyoc tic pucewc. They are all only different terms 
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for the same thing. The dp06¢ dyoc of the universe is the 6990¢ Aoyoc of 
the individual. It is the moootatne h émitponoc H natno H 6 TI olAov Kadeiv 
ToU ouyKpivatoc yudv, and when it is not honored it goes away from us to 
the destruction of its rebellious subjects.” Or in other words, when the soul 
resorts to evil passions it forsakes its legal husband, the op96¢ Aoyoc, who is 
also omeppatiKoc kal yevvytikoc TOV KaAGv,"® the husband which can as 
well be called votc.1** Those who honor the 6986¢ Aoyoc, abandoning every- 
thing else, may be hated by men, but get infinite rewards from God."** 
When the soul loses Aoyioudc it loses laws as well, for Aoyiopidc is like all 
rulers in being the living inscription of laws.’*® 

We begin to understand the sense in which a man may obtain salvation 
by following the Law of Nature. A man lives according to nature, he ex- 
plains, when his voc “enters upon the path of virtue and walks in the foot- 
steps of the 6p80¢ Aoyoc, that is, follows God.”*** Virtue and the Sophos are 
alike founded upon the 6e96¢ Aoyoc.*** So in allegorizing democracy Philo 
may use the democratic variant of the BaotAeuc as the living Law, in which 
vouloc kal diky are together the king and ruler of the democratic state. When 
he speaks of the soul as a democracy of this kind, he says that the soul can be 
a true democracy, rather than an ochlocracy, only when the subjective moAic 
honors véuoc kal diky as the ruler.® The rule of reason is the rule of the 
Law of Nature, by the fact that the op90¢ Aeyoc within us, or properly 
within us if we have not renounced it, is indeed the cosmic Law of Nature 
itself. The same notion may be used equally well as Philo feels more or less 
ascetically inclined. For the rule of the op80¢ Aoyoc within us may mark the 
complete development of the lower powers of man, or their destruction. In 
any case it is the full identification of the “self” with the great ordering force 
of the universe, whether that force is conceived as objective or subjective, and 
the domination of every other part of the “self” by it. 

To live according to nature is then not just a pretty phrase Philo brings 
in from Greek Philosophy. It is only another way of describing his highest 
aim in life. To follow nature is the mark of a strong and truly masculine 
reason.’*® Again and again the notion reappears.’** Virtue is not only built 
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upon the oe8dc¢ Aoyoc; it is itself the Law of Nature, and to follow it is \_ 
get happiness and length of life.**? Since Law is the great harmonizing force 
_ of the universe, the ideal for the lawful man is that he fit his acts to the will 
of nature by which the world is ordered.’ Just as law is the sole guarantee 
of civic liberty, so with the individual it is the lawful balance of his inner 
life which alone can set man free. 

It is in this sense that virtue is itself a law, or the virtues are laws,!** a 
fact of such capital importance to Philo that he put the Greek virtues along 
with the Decalogue as foundation laws under which he could classify the 
specific commands of the Torah.’”* As to loov and To evvopov are the cosmic 
seeds of peace, the source of universal security and permanence,’”* so by 
honoring the 6p96¢ Aoyoc, the perfect blending of the virtues, one can have 
a life e¥dtov kal yaAnvov.'* The soul of such a man is a copy of heaven, 
indeed a heaven on earth (ovpavov emtyeiov), with perfection similar to the 
cosmos in the matter of his motives, revolutions, and in his power to radiate 
virtue.’”® Such a man is indeed sustained by a food which God rains down 
upon him from heaven, possible for only the pure to eat, the “cibum volun- 
tariae legis purae sapientiae ab invitatore deo.”**® The Powers of God come 
to man bringing voplouc Kat Qeopouc an’ oupavot for the sake of sanctifying 
and purifying the souls of man, and sowing in them the seeds cf happi- 
ness.’*° The spirit of God, whether the external thing or as represented in 
the minds of good men, remains with them only so long as they abide by 
vouioc kat diky, and forsakes them when they renounce this higher Law.*** 
In connection with the ideal character of the high-priest Philo becomes more 
specific as to just what following the higher Law implies. The high-priest, 
to be fit to make the sacrifice, must himself be in harmony with tij¢ ¢uoewc 
voviol Kai Seopoi. This means that he must be able to say as he puts his hands 
on the victim: 


These hands have never taken a bribe for unjust actions nor any division in the 
spoils of rapine or “graft” (aAcoveEta); they have never touched innocent blood, 
or committed any of the aggravated types of assault (nnowots, UBels, ToavuA, 
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Bia.),*8? nor done anything else reprehensible or blameworthy. Rather have they 
been the servants of all ta xaha xal cupmegovta which are honored by wisdom 
and the laws, by wise and law-abiding men. 


This the ideal priest can say only as he has kept his mind consecrated to 
YvGpat ayalal kat ouppepouoat, and as a consequence (Emeita) built his 
life up out of the noblest actions.*** Such is a life according to Natural Law. 
Its external manifestations are only corollaries of an inner assimilation of the 
Law of Nature which is itself achieved by the mystical apprehension of the 
higher truth by the voUc, and then by the subjugation of the other parts of 
one’s personality to the voUc thus properly fulfilling its highest function. 

Philo indeed hints at a higher experience achieved by 6 codoc TEAEIO“, a 
title he seems to reserve exclusively for Moses. In him the orientation of life 
in God is so complete that he has actually transcended any appeal or force 
in the passions. He has cut off the hand and foot, etc., which offended him. 
The priests, as being in the lower Mystery (oi aoxntat), use Logos to keep 
the passions subdued, for obedience to Logos is a noble thing. But the man 
in the highest state has transcended the guidance of the Logos.*** For al- 
though one must follow the Logos in the preliminary stages, when he has 
arrived at the height of perfect émotyyy the perfect man walks not after, 
but along with the divine Logos as both together attend God.**° Philo does 
not describe the exscinding of the lower life like Paul as “death to the 
body,”*** but uses the figure of “cutting off” offending members which is 
found in the Sermon on the Mount. It seems clear that both figures express 
the same ascetic ambition. Philo himself lived on the plane where reason 
was trying to rule the impulses. When he went to a banquet he had to take 
logos along to keep himself in control, and this is the level of experience he is 
ordinarily assuming in others.**’ 

Man, the “personality as a whole” thus obeys the higher Law according as 
his voUic is properly developed and dominant. But there is, in the language 
of Paul, “another law in his members” which is as destructive for the total 
personality as the higher Law is salutary. For just as the lower part, or 
alo®notc, may itself be represented as a tribunal or mentality of a sort, pro- 
ducing Soéai, so it can be represented as a legal principle of its own. The 
true king, Melchizedek, is at enmity with the tyrant, mind, which decrees 
for both soul and body violent and injurious commands (émitaypata, king- 
made laws). But Melchizedek, the good pilot, the Aoyoc, gives laws which 
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bring peace and happiness to the soul.*** The tyrant is a natural enemy, he 
says again;*** the tyrant of a city is a man, but the tyrant over body and soul 
and their affairs is the most bestial mind (6 €ypiwdéotatoc voc), who forti- 
fies the citadel against one’s own self. In place of this comes the shepherding, 
in this case, of God Himself.**° But shortly it is voU¢ which is the herdsman 
of the soul, and who uses the Law of Nature as his teacher in the art of 
ruling.** Mind in the lower sense is represented as folly,’*? or as a bodily 
principle attempting to lord it over the truly royal nature which temporarily 
dwells in the body. This is brought out in an allegory of the brothers of 
Joseph, true kings, becoming subject to the king of Egypt, that is to the king 
of the body.*** The king of Egypt forces the true kings and their children to 
make bricks, and in.so doing “the [lower] mind which appears to occupy 
the place of king” wishes to indicate the enslavement of the virtues to the 
passions. That is, Pharaoh’s decrees are laws issued by the lower mentality, 
from which one must have recourse to God to be saved. 

Lot came into Sodom and tried to overturn the customs of the inhabitants 
by prohibiting sodomy. This is Mind going into the bodily constitution from 
the outside and attempting to overthrow the law of that region to put a 
higher Law in its place. The inhabitants protest: “Nostra enim regio est 
libido, et lex legitimaque voluntas concupiscentia.”*** Again Noah, though 
he was 6 Sixatoc, “non est exemptus a corporeis legibus.”*** The soul is a city 
which lays down laws and customs for the individual (to CGov), and this 
city must be abandoned as the mind goes out to God.**° A man may be 
yoked to a chariot of the passions whose driver is not voc or émotypn, but 
abeoouvy. Such a man becomes a slave of harsh and unbearable masters 
which are within himself, and which have the law (vopoc) that they will 
never let any one be emancipated. The only hope is to escape to the good 
mind in contrast to the foolish one.’** Pleasure commands what it wants.*** 
The law of the lower realm comes out strikingly when Philo says: 


When the prudence of the acute and seeing nature (i.c., God’s in-streaming 
Logos) enters the soul as though it were coming into a country, all the racial 
laws that are in it grow insanely angry and withdraw from worthy thinking, since 
bad things cannot live and stand along with good things.**® 
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Here the “racial laws” of the “country” are clearly the laws “of the mem- 
bers,” or of the lower parts or functions of the soul. That is again whether 
from the ascetic or more ethical point of view, the personality is confronted 
by a duality of laws, and the lower must be ascetically abandoned, or con- 
quered in the interest of ethics, if one is to achieve his highest possible type 
of living. 

A suggestion of a metaphysical background for this law of the lower con- 
stitution, whether it be the body, or the bodily principle, the lower mind, or 
alcOnoic, may be found in the statement that 


The good (10 dyatdév) of the flesh is irrational pleasure, but the good of the soul 
and of the individual as a whole is 6 votc tv Glwv, 6 dedc.1%° 


To dyaGdv here is used in the Aristotelian sense of the object of strivings.*™ 
That is, it is quite inevitable that the flesh should seek pleasure, since pleasure 
is the natural aim of the flesh as such. Hunger, thirst, cold and heat are the 

“necessities of nature (Ta Tic dUCewc avayKaia) which are in the habit of 
reducing persons to slavery and subduing them with an exuberance of 
strength,’®? so that it is pleasant (név) to commit injustice, laborious to act 
justly. This is “the most infallible law,” he says, inherent in our lower parts 
and functions. It is the natural law of what Paul calls our “members,” the 
total unreasoning part of our constitution. 

The higher goods are goods only of a principle within man higher than 
mere sensuous experience. But this “good” or objective of the flesh is itself 
probably ultimately to be connected with the fact that matter is itself avayxn, 
and hence a sort of law.*** For while “God is peace, n 8€ yevnTn kal obapty 
ovcla ma&oa is constant war.” God is the principle of the voluntary, while 
matter (ovcia) is avayky.""* Concupiscence itself, he says, is something 
quite in accordance with the Law of Nature, for by it our bodies are pre- 
served.’** That is, it is a law of the nature of the flesh to seek its own grati- 
fication. The law is quite inevitable, because it is only by thirst and hunger 
that the body is able to express and gratify its needs. The other impulses are 
similarly of quite a utilitarian and necessitous nature. They are natural laws 
for the body. The difficulty is that as all material nature should be subject 


to the Law of Nature in its larger and immaterial sense, as viewed from the 
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point of view of God or the totality, the impulses of any member must often 
be restrained. In a sense there is conflict within nature itself between the law 
of the nature of the part, and the law of the nature of the whole, and the 
ultimate solution is made more by a tuning together of conflicting tendencies 
than by a reduction to a monotone. In man these two aspects of natural law 
clash—the law of the whole and the law inherent in each individual member. 
As the harmony of nature is only kept by the subordination of the natures 
of the particular, so in man the higher Law, represented by his reason as the 
Logos within him, is in conflict with the law of the senses and body, and 
mutual attunement can result only from the victory of the higher Law. So 
long as the flesh is dominant, the higher Law is automatically impotent, 
exiled from the individual. The unchecked assertion of the law or laws of 
the members must mean anarchy for the individual as a whole, for only the 
mind has a law that can dominate all the others successfully. On this basis, 
he says, one’s aspiration should be to abandon war, necessity, what comes 
into existence and passes away, so that one can go over to the unbegotten 
and voluntary.*** Kennedy*™ is quite right in denying that Philo’s remarks 
about abandoning one’s material nature can be taken as indicating a settled 
conviction on Philo’s part that matter is a principle of evil distinct from God, 
the principle of Good. However it is clear that the Platonic contrast between 
the realm of settled being and the world of becoming was carried out by 
Philo to the place where he thought of the lower world as by its very nature 
having tendencies frequently at variance with the good of the totality, or of 
the higher world, a set of tendencies which could well be expressed as the 
indigenous laws of the lower realm in contrast to the Laws of God, or of the 
andoomacua of God in man. 

No better summary of this notion could be written than Paul’s much de- 
bated words: 


I find then the law, that, to me who would do 10 xaAov evil is present. For “I” 
delight in the law of God after the inward man: but I see a different law in my 
members, warring against the law of my vovc, and bringing “me” into captivity 
under the law of sin which is in my members.*** 


Paul assumes a knowledge of the sort of treatment of law in the inner man 
preserved to us only by Philo, a knowledge which his readers most probably 
had, but whose absence has obscured his remarks ever since for later readers. 
Only one who has not read in full the passages here abbreviated can say that 
Philo’s interest in the subject is academic or metaphysical in contrast to 


Paul’s. Christian scholars will probably always cling to the belief that Paul’s 
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religious experience was a greater thing than Philo’s, and probably they are 
right, though an absolute criterion for such a judgment is hardly at hand. 
Philo was obviously so much interested alike in practical, religious, and 
metaphysical problems that religious problems in themselves never became 
the single concern of his life as they did of Paul’s. But the struggle for Philo 
between the law of the members and the law of the mind was the great 
struggle of his religious life, one that was resolved only in the Mystery, and 
which explains his devotion to the Mystery. If his words give the impression 
of coming from less a religious genius than Paul, the spirit reflected is one 
less than Paul’s alone.?*® 

As with Paul sin is described by Philo in many other ways, just as he has 
many parallel schemes of psychology. The sinfulness of the flesh,*® sin as a 
yielding to pleasure,*™ as estrangement from God,*® as death of the higher 
part,'** as honoring matter rather than the Creator,** are all freely devel- 
oped notions. Sometimes the mind is regarded as pure and good, but, by 
being engulfed in the body and pleasure, we understand, is in a fallen 
state;*°® but again the mind is at the beginning morally indifferent, capable 
of development in virtue or vice,*®* and it is the influence of environment 
which pulls it down.’*? The breaking of law is thus only one of his many 
approaches to the problem of sin, but historically, in view of the use of the 
conception by Paul and later Christians, the fact that it occupies so large a 
place in Philo’s thinking is of the greatest importance. 

It is from this point of view that Philo’s notion of conscience becomes 
most intelligible. It has frequently been pointed out that in his writings the 
conception of conscience appears for the first time to occupy a conspicuous 
place."** The Logos or Higher Law, dwells in man, among other things, as 
conscience."*” Kennedy has recently expounded Philo’s notion of conscience 


159. See Kennedy, op. cit., p. 89, n. I. 
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so well that it need not here be explained more than to point out that the 
very term by which he calls it (6 Aoyoc EXeyx0c) is a legal term. Knowledge 
of the higher right or morality stands in eternal opposition to the tendencies 
of the lower impulses, and their warfare must result in the victory of the 
higher principle, the true King Abraham, over the kings of the lower 
realms.’”° Indeed Philo is like Paul in insisting that the tendencies of the 
senses could not in themselves be considered sinful if a knowledge of the 
higher Way or Law did not make them out to be such, though also like-Paul 
Philo protests that it is not the Law itself which makes a sinner, but his 
perverse refusal to obey.’ Philo is less obviously than Paul referring to the 
Jewish Law in this connection. The higher right, as represented in every 
individual by this higher element of his composite nature, when not heeded 
transforms the inherently amoral impulses into sins without itself being in 
any sense the cause of sin. 

The ideal state of every man is thus eUvopta, appovia,’” by the fact that 
his higher nature dominates the lower, a condition that can just as well be 
described as the rule of God in him, or as his following the Law of Nature. 
One’s difficulty appears in the fact that the lower nature puts up a ceaseless 
resistance to any domination, and the usual state of a man is one of sin. 
Only the very rare individual fulfils the ideal. Yet God the Savior is always 
working for our salvation,*”* and the means of grace are at hand for every 
man. The psychology of the process of salvation is a subject, like that of sin, 
too extensive for development here.*™* It need only be pointed out that salva- 
tion is, among other things, treated as a matter of restoration to attunement 
and lawfulness. Salvation is never achieved by an effort of will which can 
be credited in any sense to the man himself. If the Aoyiopoc is to be brought 
up into a dominating position over the lower powers, in so far as it is the 
man’s own oyiopioc it is to be distrusted. Only a Aoyiopoc trusting in the 
power of God for its insight into the higher truth, and for its stability, is 
functioning properly and fully.*’° The man who has achieved the ideal life 
lives to God rather than to himself (Cijoat 9€6 padAov H EauTG), and does 
this when he exercises the senses to find the truth, the soul to find ta vonra, 
and his voice to hymn the universe and its Creator.*’° That is, the full life, 
often as it is described as ascetic renunciation of the body and the senses, is 


170. Abr., 244. Gfrorer, loc. cit., rightly connects this passage with conscience, though here 
Adyoc is used without gAeyxoc. 

171. Immut., 134 ff. Kennedy, op. c#t., 109 ff. Provid., ii, 82: “‘violentiae vero et rapinae ac 
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172. On &Quovia as this sort of adjustment in man see Edr., 116. 
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quite as much to be understood as a complete functioning of all parts of the 
ouykpiua. But even in such a case, the focus is rather in God than in the 
individual as such. We are saved from lawlessness (mapavouia) as we have 
hope and faith in God the only Savior,"” who judges us to be worthy of full 
salvation.*”* 

It is the man who is véutpoc in this sense who is the citizen of the universe, 
regulating his actions by the will of nature,*’® and though the primal man**° 
and God*** are each described as citizens of the universe in a way impossible 
for men, still the mystic sage is repeatedly called such.** 

And yet the higher life for man, much as it is to be described in terms of 
legality, is not to be thought of as obeying laws. For it has frequently ap- 
peared that, like all thoughtful Greeks, Philo distinctly contrasted vopoc 
with voyot. Law was essentially mveya, a force emanating from the mind 
of God, or the dynamic operation of Nature herself, not a series of com- 
mands. Specific laws were matters of inference from the great Law, the 
Cirection the mveGya would take under a given set of circumstances, and did 
not in themselves have any independent existence or inherent value. The 
man who had no better guide should be vopipoc by the laws of the realm, 
or by the unwritten traditions of his group. But the man who would be 
vouipoc in the higher sense would have found the nvetpa—voupoc itself, and 
be guided thereby, while the vopioc yeypappevoc, the yeayya, would be as 
little the object of his concern as the rules in books on rhetoric for an ac- 
complished stylist, and might often be an impediment rather than a help. 
The conception of the vouioc aypapoc in the ancient world has been bril- 
liantly expounded by Hirzel.*** Philo, as has appeared, used the notion most 
importantly in connection with Jewish Law. Much as Law is the vehicle or 
norm according to which, and by which, man is saved, the higher develop- 
ment is impossible to one who clings exclusively to written laws. Man will 
have God for his inheritance, Philo says, according as he avoids all laws 
made by hand, for these are all arbitrary derivations, at best only approxi- 
mations of the higher Law.*** The long discussion already mentioned, in 
which Philo treats of the figure of the universal Father and Mother and 
their children, is, among many applications, interpreted as a contrast between 
the op86¢ Aoyoc, the Father, and the Mother who enjoins obedience to what 
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is 0021 Sikaio¢ according to the legal enactments of cities and races.’** The 
vouol aypadot appear also as the 20y of a people, as distinguished from their 
written statutes; in that sense they too are specific, and hence are as inferior 
to the Law of Nature as the statutes themselves.1®* True, obedience to the 
unwritten law in even this sense is a higher act than that to the written, for 
the former carries with it no statutory penalty, and hence is much more an 
act of free will on the part of one who obeys it.**" Yet that perfect law, the 
Law of Nature or of God, by which the Patriarchs lived before the giving 
of the Torah, is also called the Unwritten Law.1®* So those who live accord- 
ing to the Law are free, while those under the power of the impulses are 
slaves. But the Law which really will set us free, he says, is the voyoc apev- 
dyc, 6 dp0dc Adyoc, not a law whose source and sanction is force, or some- 
thing written on papyrus or slabs of stone, an inanimate object upon an 
inanimate medium, the perishable product of a mortal man. In contrast, we 
assume, the true law is unwritten, sanctioned by voluntary choice of the man 
who follows it, for it is an imperishable stamp put upon our immortal minds 
by immortal nature.’*® This is the Law which is really release from lower 
types of law, and the source of spiritual liberty. By simply omitting the refer- 
ence to Jesus Christ in Paul’s Romans viii, we have all been familiar from 
childhood with a description of the higher spiritual Law which can set one 
free from the law of the flesh and of sin, a description with which Philo 
would heartily have agreed. 

It is interesting that this higher state, a legal formulation of the goal of 
the Mystery, is for Philo quite as much as for Paul to be characterized by 
the word dikaioouvy. The meaning and importance of the term for Philo’s 
cosmic system has already appeared. Atxatoouvy is primarily the virtue of 
obedience to law, whether in the state’®° or in the cosmos. That blessed state 
which a man achieves when he turns from sin to a life in harmony with 
God’s Spirit or Law is the state of dixatoouvn, specifically explained as the 
voluntary following of the Laws of Nature.*** To say that a man has acted 
unjustly, has broken the higher Law, or has committed impiety, these are 
but three ways of saying the same thing, according to Philo and Paul alike.’* 
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As such Justice is an all-inclusive virtue, interchangeable with apety itself.** 
It is in explaining the nature of the just man that Philo describes his state 


thus: 


The man to whom it is granted to see beyond and to transcend all material 
and immaterial existences, and to build and found himself upon God alone with 
strong-minded reason and fixed and inflexible faith, he is in truth the happy and 


thrice blessed man.1®* 


When a judge gives out justice to the litigants he is giving them a copy of 
the works of nature, and so satisfying their thirst for evvouia.”** But justice 
can as well be described as the rule of reason over the lower faculties,’”*® 
since it has appeared that this is only another approach to describing a man’s 
following Natural Law. Indeed so much does Philo associate justice with 
reason that he boldly says that storks must possess reason since they practice 
justice in honoring their parents. For while aequam (icotn<c) is in all parts 
of the world, yet only by reason can justice and injustice be observed, for 
both belong to reason.**” Atxaioouvy is at once the following of the higher 
Law, and the rule of reason, and is thereby the supreme purification of the 
soul, for Philo says that td dpiotov Tic Kabdpcewc kal Tedclwratov is not 
to take to heart anything out of the way, but to govern oneself with peace 
and evvouia, whose guide is dikaioouvy.’*® 


There is no delight more exquisite than to have the soul filled in every part 
with dtxatoovvn, when the soul dwells upon its eternal teaching and propositions, 
and has no empty place into which ddtxta can penetrate.1?? 


Noah is explained as the type of the just man who finds supreme happiness 
through Sikaioouvn, for it gives rest from labor, destroys pain, and in destroy- 
ing sin, for which it is a panacea, fills him with joy. For Sixatoouvy, begets 
in him 6 dikatoc oytopdc.?°° Atkaioouvy seems here an active and self-exist- 
ent principle which can beget the specific virtues in the soul. One need not 
be surprised to find such a touch of Platonism in Philo. The virtues are care- 
fully explained as self-existing principles in contrast with the human virtues 
which would normally die with the individual. But to attain to the virtues 
fully is to get by God’s gift the eternal principles themselves, exchange the 
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part for the whole, the species for the genus, the corruptible for the incor- 
ruptible. This is to attain to the highest type of spiritual joy, the real objec- 
tive in the mystical aspiration.” Philo would seem to have in mind much 
that Paul did in his contrast between the Sikaioouvyn y TOU vopuou and that 
Tic motewc.? For the lower type of virtue according to both Paul and 
Philo is one based upon human effort to follow an ideal, as contrasted with 
the virtue as God could give it. Paul could say for both: ayvootvtec thv Tot 
Be00 Sikatoouvny, kal THY iSiav CyToUvTec oThoal, TH dikaloouvy Tot Geob 
ouX Umetaynoav.2 The single virtue of Sikatoouvn does not emerge so 
sharply in Philo as in Paul as the one unique virtue, though Philo does say 
that it is the leader of the virtues.”** He can frequently praise other virtues 
or virtue as the supreme. objective, and represent Sikatoouvy as only one of 
the four or five virtues.?°° He can praise owpeoouvy for being identical with 
owtnpia,?”° but since he described owppoouvn as the state when Aoyoc in 
the soul rules like a charioteer over Qupdc and ém@upia, he might as well, or 
with greater consistency, have called it Sikatoouvy, and indeed is attracted to 
use the term owopootvy here only by a pun (cwdpoouvn, owtnptav TH 
dpovouvTl . . . amepyalopévy).?" For to Philo the state of salvation is ulti- 
mately that inner mastery of desires, and attunement with God’s supreme 
order, which appears most fittingly characterized by him, as well as by Paul, 
as Sikatoouvyn.2% Lutyeiov év Toic padtota Sikatoouvn, Kal avOpwruwv kal 
tOv TOU KOoHOU LEEW, Yijc Kal oupavoU.2 This, we have learned to see, is 
not adventitious, but founded deeply upon the belief: to Evvopiov kal TO loov 
elonvne oméoua, kal owTnplac altiov kal Tic eic amav diapovijc. ’Avicotnc 
dé kal mAcovetia dpuntheia moAguou kal AutiIKa TOV dvtwv.72° For icotne is 
itself the untye Sikaioouvnc.7!* | 

It would lead into a large digression to consider the relation of MoTIC to 
dikatoouvy, for miotic itself would have to be defined as Philo thought of it. 
Fortunately that has already been adequately done.””” To Philo miotic was in 
brief that ultimate trust and dependence upon God that marked the achieve- 
ment of the life completely oriented in God. In contrast to Paul, miotic was 
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the goal, not the first step in achieving the goal. It is easy to exaggerate the 
differences between Paul and Philo, and so to forget that for both the word 
meant an abandoning of trust in one’s own strength, and a conscious com- 
mitment of the management of one’s life to God. Paul believed as much as 
Philo that as the spiritual life developed one “grew in faith,” that is learned 
how to make the orientation in God more complete. Philo reserves the term 
for the completed stage, but he would begin exactly as Paul by despairing of 
efforts to save himself, and looking to God the Savior, or the Logos, to make 
that orientation which was impossible for his human efforts. Paul calls the 
first look, as well as the final achievement, miotic. But in view of the funda- 
mental similarity of conception, the point at which the term miotic was 
applied to the process seems relatively unimportant. In any case it is clear 
that to Philo as to Paul the association of Sikatoouvyn and miotic was very 
close. In one passage he discusses the magnificent miotic of Abraham, who 
believed God and left his kindred (his lower nature) to “anchor firmly and 
unchangeably on the only living God.” This is an incredible step in the 
minds of men who themselves lack faith. But the act of faith is itself Sixatov 
Kal akoAouSov TH mucel, is the uovov Epyov The Sikaioouvyc.* 

Noyoc would then appear to be the pole of Philo’s inner life as well as of 
his metaphysics and political theory. Even in the mysticism of faith he 
assures himself that he is acting axoAouSov tH pucet, which is itself vouoc. 
His inner struggle is a conflict of natures to be described as a conflict of the 
laws of those natures. The resolution of the struggle must be the enlarging 
of the original amoomaopa, by the mercy of God, so that it will have strength 
to subdue its adversaries, or may be described as the abandoning of the lower 
parts, their destruction, while the higher man lives in the heavenly city, in 
God Himself. The man who can, by God’s help, rise to this achievement has 
fulfilled the Law of Nature in its highest sense. The wicked man is of course 
living according to the Law of Nature, for the desires he is following are 
natural laws of his aio@yoic. But he only demonstrates the inadequacy of the 
part as compared with the whole. Not the law of the arm or the belly, but 
the law embracing all nature can alone give him that attunement and se- 
curity which the Graeco-Roman world was coming to call owtypia. 

In the foregoing discussion occasional parallels have been drawn between 
Philo’s statements and those of other teachers of antiquity, but the subject 
of the direct source of Philo’s writing has not been touched. The first impres- 
sion one receives is that in so highly eclectic a formulation the best that can 
be done is to identify the sources of various details. But what of his general 
point of view? We have here a view that man is primarily a ovykpiua, whose 
problem is the harmonious interadjustment of the parts. This can only be 
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done if the dominant part, the voc nyepwy, is truly the ruler of all the rest 
of the man, whether that rest be called the unreasoning part of the soul, or 
the sense-perception, or the body. Such a balance in man is called 8ixatoouvy, 
and the term itself implies that the rule of reason is a rule of law. But what 
law? All true law, the law of the state as well as the law used by the votic 
Bacieuc, is only a reflection of the voploc Tijc ucEeuc, so if the voUc is to be 
truly correct in its ruling, it must know and appropriate the Law of Nature, 
and apply it as a whole to the subject parts. Philo bows to the law of the 
state, but here only in passing. Such law does not lie in the center of impor- 
tance for a soul which has gone beyond the most rudimentary development. 
The voUc must then seek the Law of Nature, or of God, and live by it and in 
it. This search turns out to involve in its elementary stages, the mastery of 
the learning of the schools, but must get beyond this into a mystic state 
where God gives the Law to man, and man finds it in God. 

In looking for the sources for Philo’s doctrine of the rule of mind over the 
lower faculties, and the following by the mind of natural Law as the guide 
in controlling its subjects, I confess myself unable to see any one source as 
demonstrably the one on which Philo was directly drawing. It is true that 
Cicero gives a doctrine similar at many points. For him too the dp80¢ Adyoc 
is at once the Law of Nature and the right reasoning of the human mind.“ 
This must have been a Stoic commonplace, and I can see no reason for Heine- 
mann’s statement that Posidonius introduced it into Stoicism, and hence 
that its appearance is always a symptom of Posidonian influence.” Panae- 
tius,”** as well as Posidonius,”” seems to have taught that mind must rule 
the body and opp, and Posidonius is drawing directly upon Plato for the 
notion and its formulation. The notion is taken for granted in the Pseudo- 
Heraclitean Letter [X.”** On one point Philo does seem distinctly to be in 
the path of Posidonius. When he makes the Platonic ruling of mind over 
the lower parts the way in which one may follow nature he is doing what 
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Galen tells us Posidonius did in distinction to Chrysippus.”*? Galen’s chief 
criticism of Chrysippus is that he reviles Plato, and I see no reason why any 
eclectic who tried to cling to both Platonism and Stoicism, whether pri- 
marily from the point of view of one school or the other, would not have 
made much the same combination on this point. At least there is no reason 
for thinking that Philo is largely and directly influenced by Posidonius be- 
cause of this one similarity which might well have been popularized by 
Philo’s time. 

For all the details that have clearly arisen from Stoic, Platonic, or Aris- 
totelian sources, Philo has often appeared to have been deriving his funda- 
mental positions from Pythagoreanism. As in his theories of the Law of 
Nature and of the law of the state, a review of the Pythagorean teaching of 
his day, itself strongly eclectic, will show that his psychology is even more 
thoroughly Pythagorean than detached parallels have revealed. Indeed 
Philo’s very eclecticism seems to me to follow the pattern of the Pythagorean 
borrowings, and not to be any contribution of his own. 

In histories of Hellenistic thought the Pythagoreans have been given very 
little attention. This is probably because the Romans seem to have been little 
interested in them, for Stoicism, Epicureanism, and the various Eclectic 
schools appealed to Romans much more than the teachings of a school 
which, if we may believe Justin Martyr, was even in the second century 
making rigid requirements of mathematical and scientific training a prereq- 
uisite for admission to its philosophical discussions.””° Cicero seems to have 
picked up much of their moral and political point of view, but probably did 
so through his eclectic predecessors. But fragments of the Neo-Pythagorean 
writings are quite extensive, and we are in an excellent position to form an 
adequate estimate of many aspects of their teaching, especially in the ethical, 
psychological, and political realms. A study of the teachings of the school as a 
whole, much as such a study is needed, is beyond our present scope. But the 
fragments are so little read, and yet so illuminating for Philo’s point of view, 
that it will be in point to give a few samples of their teaching. 
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The first is from Theages, of whom we know nothing beyond the fact 
that Stobaeus quotes the following from his book On Virtue:?** 


There are three fundamental principles (Ggyat) underlying all virtue: knowledge 
(yv@ots), power (Svvaptc), and choice (moe0aigects). Knowledge is a sort of 
sight by which we examine and pass judgment upon phenomena; power is a sort 
of strength (aAxd) of the bodily tabernacle??? by which we are subject and are 
faithful to phenomena: and choice is in a sense the hands of the soul by which 
we impel and grasp phenomena. And the organization of the soul is as follows: 
one part of it is the reason (Aoytopidc), the second is the spirited part (Suuds), 
and the third desire (€mt}upia); reason is the part which rules over knowledge, 
the spirited part is the part which rules over passion (uévoc), and desire is the 
part which rules the desires. When these three pass into one by manifesting a 
single attunement to each other,??° then virtue and concord (OwoAoyta) come into 
being in the soul. But when these strive and are detached from each other, then 
vice and the out-of-tune come into being in the soul. And when the reason rules 
over the unreasoning parts (ta GAoya peoea) of the soul, then endurance and 
continence come into being, endurance in the domination (xatoya) of pain, and 
continence in the domination of pleasures. But when the unreasoning parts of the 
soul rule over the reason, then weakness and incontinence come into being in the 
soul, weakness in that one flees from pains, and incontinence in that one is con- 
quered by pleasures. But when the better part of the soul rules, and the worse is 
ruled, and the one leads and the other follows, and each consents to and agrees 
with the other, then virtue and complete goodness come into being throughout 
the whole soul. And when the desirous part of the soul follows the reasoning 
part, self-control ( owpgoovva) comes into being; _ and when the spirited part 
[follows the reasoning part] courage [comes into being]. And when all the parts 
[follow the reasoning part] justice (Stxatdtac) [comes into being]. For it is 
justice which separates all the virtues and evils of the soul from each other. 
Justice is a sort of organization (ovotaya) of the attunement of the parts of the 
soul, and is virtue perfect and supreme. For all things are included under justice, 
and the other goods of the soul do not [exist] apart from it. Wherefore justice 
has great force among gods and men alike. For this virtue holds together the 
commonwealth (xowavia) of the All and the Whole, as found among both gods 
and men.?*4 So Themis is spoken of among the heavenly gods, Dike among the 


221. Stobaeus, III, 117, 118 (Wachs., III, 76 ff.). See Mullach, Fragmenta Philosophorum 
Graecorum, II, 18 ff. 

222. The Pythagoreans were fond of using the word oxfjvoc for the body since it described 
the body as the temporary dwelling place of the soul. It is used in this Pythagorean sense in 
John i, 14: 6 Aédyos . . . toxnvacev év jniv. 

223. Luvaguoyd; Gewoyd was used interchangeably with Gguovia, which means in Eng- 
lish not harmony, but attunement. The Greeks seem to have been very conscious of variations 
from the fixed intervals of their scale, and to have had indescribable delight at musical progres- 
sion in exact intervals. The much discussed GQuovia of the lyre was its being in perfect tune 
with itself. It is from this point of view that &Quovia. and mathematical proportion and ratio 
were synonymous. 

224. Plato, Gorgias, 508a, is witness to the antiquity of this thoroughly Pythagorean notion. 
Plato has it from of coqot who are with him always the Pythagoreans. 
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chthonic gods, and Law among men. These are signs and symbols of the fact that 
justice is the supreme virtue.??° 


Theages goes on to a classification of the virtues by another scheme, which 
he now summarizes:?”® 


And in general what is not in tune with the 6o9%0¢ Adyos??’ is vice. . . . But the 
alignment (ovvtaétc) of the soul with the 6900¢ Adyos, which manifests itself 
in the act of examining and passing judgment, is called intelligence (peEdvaois); 
when it manifests itself in the enduring [of pains and the resisting of ]??® pleas- 
ures, it is called self control; when in eschewing gain and injury of ones neighbor, 
justice. Alignment of the soul with the dg¢0¢ Adyoc, as well as departure from it, 
is a matter of endeavor for what is necessary (tO 5€0v) and of shunning what is 
not necessary. The necessary is what needs must be; and this allows no adding 
or taking away, for it is itself what needs must be. There are two forms of the 
unnecessary, namely excess and lack. And excess is more than is necessary, lack 
is less than is necessary. But virtue is a state of the necessary (Etc tic TH Séov- 
toc), wherefore it is immediately a state of the extreme and the mean. It is a state 
of the extreme in that it contains what is necessary; and of the mean by the fact 
that it lies between excess and lack. . . . But?”® since ethical virtue concerns the 
passions (atea), and pleasure and pain are the highest forms of sensation, virtue 
would lie not in the eradication. of sensation, pleasure, and pain from the soul, 
but in the tuning of these together (ovvaguoCactar). For health, which is a 
proper mixture (etxgacta)?*° of the faculties (Suvapets) of the body consists 
not in the eradication of the hot, ce'd, wet, and dry, but in their blending, since 
it is a sort of symmetry of these. Similarly in music concordance (ovppwvov) 
consists not in the eradication of the high and low tones, but in their somehow 
being tuned to each other. For when the high and low are attuned, concordance 
is achieved and discord banished; and when the hot, cold, wet, and dry are tuned 
together health arises and illness perishes. So when the spirited part and the desire 
have been tuned together, vices and passions (xatea.) disappear, while virtues 
and good dispositions (td $e) arise.?*1 The distinguishing characteristic (idvat- 


225. The Aristotelian character of this treatment of justice need only be mentioned. See the 
Fifth Book of the Ethics, passim, especially its definition as dgeth teAcia, and attyn pev ovv 
H Sixarootvyn od péoos GETS GAA’ GAN aeEethH Eotiv, Eth. Nic., 1129b 25—1130a 10. Did 
Aristotle himself have it from Pythagoreans? 

226. P. 80, ll. 1 ff. (Wachs). 


227. On the Pythagorean use of d9%0¢ Adyoc cf. Euryphamus ap. Stobaeus, IV, xxxix, 27 
(Wachs., V, 918, 5); Praechter, “Metopus, Theages, and Archytas,” in PAilologus, L (1891), 
p- 52, ascribes the Pythagorean notion to Aristotelian origin, Eth. Nic., 1119a 20, 1138b 25. 

228. The text must have contained these words. 

229. §118, Wachs., III, 81. 

230. A familiar definition of Greek medicine which Galen attributes to Zeno, Plato, and 
Aristotle: SVF, I, 132. See Aristotle, De Partibus Animalium, 673b 25. 

231. This sort of reasoning is familiar in Aristotle, and raises the question whether Aristotle 
borrowed from Pythagorean ethical teaching, or these fragments are drawing upon Aristotle. 
In the absence of adequate evidence for Pythagorean ethics before Aristotle, the latter cannot be 
denied, though I am inclined to think that Aristotle’s ethics owed more to Pythagoreans than 

we can now demonstrate. His doctrine of the two approaches to personality, first the oiwvbetov, 
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tatov) of the virtue of the good disposition is choice exercised in noble matters. 
For it is possible to use reason and power (dStwauic) even without virtue, but it 
is impossible to use choice. For choice indicates the worth of the disposition. 
Wherefore the reason, by forceful domination of the spirited and desiring parts, 
introduces continence and endurance, but when reason itself is on the contrary 
forcefully dominated by the unreasoning part, it introduces incontinence and 
weakness. Such states of the soul are only half perfect either as virtues or vices. 
For the reason is in the one case healthy, but the unreasoning parts of the soul 
are ill. And in so far as the spirited and desiring parts are ruled and led by the 
part of the soul that has reason, continence and endurance can be regarded as 
virtues; but in so far as this happens to them forcibly rather than by their own 
volition, continence and virtue are evils. For virtue ought to do the necessary 
things not painfully but with pleasure. And again, in so far as the spirited and 
desiring parts dominate the reason, and so introduce weakness and incontinence, 
they are to be regarded as evils; but in so far as along with the [endurance of] 
pains they gratify the passions, yet recognizing that they are in error because the 
eye of the soul is still functioning properly, in this they are not evils. So again the 
same thing is clear, that virtue must do the necessary things voluntarily. The 
involuntary is never without pain and fear, but the voluntary is never without 
pleasure and. good cheer. . . .7®* For knowledge and vision of matters is the 
prerogative of the reasoning part of the soul. But power (Svvaytc) is the preroga- 
tive of the unreasoning part. For the power to endure pain and control pleasure 
is the property of the unreasoning part of the soul. But choice involves both of 
these, both the reasoning and unreasoning parts of the soul. For choice is made 
up out of the combination of intelligence and impulse (O9eEtc), and of these 
intelligence belongs to the reasoning part, impulse to the unreasoning. Wherefore 
every virtue consists in a tuning together of the parts of the soul, and virtue in- 
volves altogether the voluntary and the power of choice. 


This is Philo’s reasoning exactly. Virtue is a matter of the whole man 
perfectly in tune, with the lower parts of one’s nature voluntarily taking 
their pitch from the dominant reason, while reason itself is in tune with the 
infinite pitch of God Himself.”** The author of the little fragment ascribed 
to Clinias”** writes in the same terms, as well as Metopus,”*° who adds the 


and then the true man who is a particle of divinity in the ovvbetov (Eth. Nic., 1177b 26- 
1178a 4) sounds much more like Pythagoreanism than the type of anthropology Aristotle could 
possibly have derived from his own notion of Deity. This contrast between 7tea or hhos and 
motos is frequent in Aristotle. See for example ib., 1179b 26-31. And the treatment of virtue 
as the mean between extremes, while found also in Plato, suggests by its very terminology that 
it was the sort of formulation likely to have arisen among Pythagoreans. In any case Philo’s 
Aristotelian touches in matters of ethics are adequately accounted for by considering that he 
was following a predecessor of Theages. 

232. A sentence here is so corrupt as to be unintelligible. 

233. Hippodamus has worked this latter out in a little more detail. Stobaeus, IV, xxxix, 26 
(Wachs., V, 910, 15 ff.). 

234. Stobaeus, II, 1, 75 £. (Wachs., III, 30 ff.). 

235. Stobaeus, II, i, 115 (Wachs., III, 66 ff.). 


Law IN THE SUBJECTIVE REALM 407 


detail that the unreasoning part of the soul is the Sopudopec Kai owpaToou- 
ha& of the reasoning part, which is itself the oikovopyoc Kal oixoupoc.7* 
Metopus also throws light upon Philo’s “bestial mind.” For he says that 
bestiality is a matter of the spirited part of man, or of the unreasoning part 
of the soul: while actual vice always involves the understanding, if a man 
follows his lower nature he is just bestial.”*’ According to Polus, justice is 
the mother of all the other virtues, because it is itself the attunement of the 
soul.”** Bryson”? adds the notion familiarly associated with Stoicism that 
slaves are of three types, those made slaves by law, by nature, and by the 
fact that their passions rule in the soul. But these last are not properly to be 
called slaves, only evil men, since the natural slave is outside the moral cate- 
gories as receiving all his motivation from his master. In this, Philo is more 
Stoic than Bryson. Callicratides also treats of the soul as the governor of the 
body, and adds a new element in saying that as 6 Btoc is a tool (pyavev) of 
the human Cw», so the body is a congenital tool of the puxy. Like Philo he 
goes from the rule of the body by the soul to the ideal rulership of God in 
the universe, and the prince in the state.”*° 

A fragment attributed to Archytas”** has so many parallels to Philo that 
it must be quoted in part. Happiness has just been defined as the use of 
virtue in fortunate circumstances. The author goes on: 


We are talking now of human happiness. Man is not soul alone, but body as 
well. For the living creature is made of both these, and man is a living creature 
composed of such ingredients. For if the body is the tool of the soul, yet it is a 
part of the man, and soul is part also. Wherefore there are some goods of the man 
as a whole, and some goods of the parts. The good of the man as a whole is 
happiness. The goods of the parts of a man are: of the soul the goods are intelli- 
gence, courage, justice, and self-control; of the body, beauty, health, good physical 
condition, and keen sense perception. The external goods, wealth, fame, honor, 
and good birth, are human by-products, and are secondary to those goods which 
are primary by nature. The lesser goods are attendants (Soguqoget) of the 
greater:**? friendship, glory, and wealth attend the body and the soul; health, 
strength, and keenness of perception attend the soul; intelligence, courage, self- 
control, and justice attend the mind of the soul; and the mind attends God. For 
He is the most powerful and the Leader. The other goods must be there for His 
sake. For the general directs the army, the pilot directs the ship, God directs the 
world, mind directs the soul, and intelligence directs happiness in the life. For 


236. Stobaeus, II, i, 115 (Wachs., III, p. 72, ll. 13 ff.). 

237. Stobaeus, II, i, 115 (Wachs., III, p. 70 f.). 

238. Stobaeus, III, ix, 51 (Wachs., III, 362 f.). 

239. Stobaeus, IV, xxviii, 15 .(Wachs., V, 681). 

240. Stobaeus, IV, xxviii, 16, 17 (Wachs., V, 683 f.). 

241. Stobaeus, III, i, 112 (Wachs., III, 61 ff.). 

242. Philo reproduces this exactly: Sogumdgot obpatocs xAovtoc, evdoEia, xtA. S0Qu@é- 
QOL Wuxiis Gxoal xal Ewes, xtA., Conf., 17 ff. 
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intelligence is nothing but an understanding of happiness in life, or of the natu- 
ral goods of man. 


Here is unmistakably the ovykpiua of Philo, and the sense of the grada- 
tions of goods.”** In even stronger terms a fragment ascribed to Hippodamus 
describes attunement as the virtue of the whole. In an organism, the writer 
insists, the whole is always antecedent to the parts. Without the body as a 
whole there could be no ear or eye. And the virtue of the part is a derivative 
from the virtue of the whole. So happiness and virtue are matters of the 
soul as a whole, and the individual members can get virtue only through the 
virtue of the whole. The discussion began with the city to show that the 
individual could be happy only as part of a well-lawed commonwealth; but 
the course of the argument shows that the same analogy is applicable within 
the subjective realm.”** There is nothing in this fragment to contradict the 
general impression from the Neo-Pythagorean fragments that man is a com- 
bination of parts with individual tendencies which must be aligned with 
the good of the totality as represented by the soul or mind. Quite the reverse. 
The comparison of the subjective realm to a city in which the impulses of 
the individual citizens would be aligned with the evvouia of the state is pre- 
cisely what the other fragments and Philo have in mind. 

On the basis of these descriptions the goods of the members might very 
well be imagined, as Philo does, as being laws of their own, and at warfare 
with the law and good of the whole and so destructive of Philo’s ultimate 
happiness. It seems that Philo intensified the importance of the ouykeiua 
under the inspiration of Jewish teaching, which could so little separate the 
soul from the body in its thought that it usually required a bodily resurrec- 
tion and the reunion of soul and body to conceive of a continuation of per- 
sonality after death. Yet Philo is like the Pythagoreans in alternately insist- 
ing upon the personality as a ovyxpiya, and thinking that life after death, 
while a continuation of the personality, would be free from the body alto- 


gether. | 
The fragments which happen to have survived also show that like Philo 


243. On Goods used in this sense in Philo see above, p. 393. It need hardly be pointed out 
that the notion of the ovyx@iua. is a doctrine of the older Pythagoreans. Aristotle tells us that 
the Pythagoreans say that the soul is a deuovia. Kal yao thv dquoviav xedow xal oivieouw 
évavtiov elvar, xal td cOpa ovyxeiotor gE évavtiwv (De Anima, I, 407b 30). In Politics, 
VIII, 1340b 18, he adds: 610 xoAAot Mact tHv CoMmmv ot Lev aQuoviav elvar THY WuxXTY, 
oi 5’ Exe Geuoviav. Aétius tells us (I, 3, 8, Diels, Doxogr., 280) that the Pythagoreans 
taught that H Huetéga wuyn ex teteddoc ovyxettat, elvar yao votv, émotHnpnv, SdEav, 
aicdnowv. Aristoxenus, speaking of man, says that the Pythagoreans rightly assert that bBquoti- 
xov gvoet tO Cov elvat, xal moimiAov xata te tas GEMS xal xata tac Entduuiacs xa 
HATA Ta Aoina tHv naddv (Iambl., Vit. Pythag., 174, Diels, Frag. Vorsok., 45D 3; cf. 205- 
207. See Stob., III, x, 66 (Wachs., III, p. 424). 

244. Stobaeus, IV, xxxix, 26 (Wachs., V, 912, Il. 12 ff.). 
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the Neo-Pythagoreans emphasized law as the organizing force in the inner 
life. Some traces of it have already appeared. Another fragment begins: 


Law is to the soul and life of man what attunement is to hearing and sound. 
For law educates the soul and organizes the life, while attunement makes the 
hearing intelligent and the sound unified.?** 


The fragment goes on to apply this to the rule of a king in the city, and of 
reason in the soul. 

A fragment which Stobaeus did not know whether to ascribe to Criton or 
Damippus says that the rule of reason is the mother of all the other virtues 
because it brings about the attunement of the soul; “for all virtues are attune- 
ments and alignments [of the parts of the soul] in relation to the Aoyoc and 
the voptoc of reason.”*** Another fragment ascribed to Criton alone distin- 
guishes between the ordinary goods of which man can be the cause, and the 
aspiration kat’ oe8ov Aoyev which only God can put into man." A frag- 
ment ascribed to Euryphamus™® is eloquent in comparing the perfect life to 
the well-tuned lyre, and, after describing the parts of life as the goods re- 
spectively of body, money, fame, and friends, he insists that these have their 
musical arrangement (é&aptvoic) in their fulfillment, and their attunement 
in being aligned kat’ dpetav Kal vouwe. With him too the dp00c¢ Aoyoc is 
the norm. 

A very important fragment in this connection is the one ascribed in the 
better manuscripts to Aisara of Lucania, a daughter of Pythagoras, in some 
manuscripts to Aresas of Lucania, one of the heads of the early Pythagorean 
school.*° The ascription, like all the Neo-Pythagorean ascriptions, cannot be 
relied upon, but the fragment itself is here of great importance. It reads: 


Human nature seems to me to be the norm (xavov) of law and justice, as well 
as of the household and the city. For if any one should track out and seek the 
traces in himself, he would find them. For there is law in himself, as well as 
justice, the orderly arrangement (Staxdopacts) of the soul. For as the soul is 
itself triple, it engages in a threefold activity: there is mind which produces 
knowledge and intelligence, and the spirited part which produces courage and 
impulse, and desire which produces love and friendliness. And all these are so 
aligned with reference to each other that the strongest directs them, the weakest 
is ruled, and the one of medium strength takes a medial position, and both rules 
and is ruled. And in the process of forming and working out the human taber- 


245. The fragment is from a treatise zteQi vépou xai Sixaroovvns ap. Stobaeus, IV, i, 135 
(Wachs., IV, p. 82). Cf. Diotogenes’ description of justice, Stobaeus, IV, vii, 62 (Wachs., IV, 
268, ll. 17 ff.). 

246. Stobaeus, III, 111, 64 (Wachs., III, 217, 6 ff.). 

247. Stobaeus, II, viii, 24 (Wachs., II, 157f.). 

- 248. Stobaeus, IV, xxxix, 27 (Wachs., V, 916). 

249. Stobaeus, I, xlix, 27 (Wachs., I, p. 355-357). 
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nacle God so contrived (uacato) these in accordance with reason that only man 
did he ordain to be receptive of law and justice, and none of the other mortal 
animals. For an organization based upon mutual relationships (ovotapa xoiva- 
vias) would never be made out of one thing, nor out of many, but out of similar 
things (for it is necessary, since their concerns are different, that the parts of the 
soul in us should be different; just as in the case of the body, the organs of touch, 
sight, hearing, taste, and smell are different, for they all do not have the same 
attunement to all things). Nor is this organism made out of many and dissimilar 
things that are selections of chance, but out of things which produce fullness, 
order, and mutual attunement with reference to the total organism. And such an 
organism must be constituted not only out of many dissimilar things which make 
for a totality and completion, but also of these same things organized not casually 
or at random, but in accordance with some law and intelligent authority (éxt- 
otacta). For if the dissimilar parts, some better, some worse, and some lying be- 
tween the better and worse, had an equal portion of power and honor, the 
mutual relationship (xotvwvia) of the parts in the soul could not be attuned 
together. But if they have an unequal share in them, yet not the better but the 
worse has the greater portion, it would make great folly and disorder in the soul; 
and if the better part has the greater portion of power and honor, the worse part 
the lesser portion, and each of them is not proportionally (oti Adyov) allotted, 
there could be no agreement (6yd6vowa), friendship, or justice in the soul, since I 
mean by perfect justice that state in which each part is aligned according to the 
attuning principle, proportion. And agreement and single-mindedness (Ovogea- 
ovva.) follows upon such an alignment. Such a condition would rightly be called 
a well-lawed organization (etvopia) of the soul, which, from the fact that the 
better part is being the ruler, and the worse part is being ruled, introduces into 
the soul the power of virtue.”*° 


Many of the ideas of these fragments and of Philo are of course to be 
found in the Stoics, especially in the later Stoics. But though later Stoics 
frequently adopted the Platonic three-fold division of the soul, as Posidonius 
did,”™ still in so far as they kept by Stoic teaching at all they retained (Posi- 
donius especially) the distinctive Stoic notion that the soul was of a unified 
material, and regarded the parts of the soul as functions of the voc or Aoyoc 
rather than as entities in any sense independent.” Galen tells us that while 
Posidonius agreed with Aristotle in making a threefold division of the soul, 


yet the separation of these parts from each other in their positions, and the repre- 
senting of one soul as having in it not only many duvdpets but as being a ovvie- 


250. The fragment goes on a dozen lines further to discuss the place of pleasure in the per- 
fect adjustment. 

251. Ap. Galen, De Placitis Hipp. et. Plat., pp. 448 ff. (ed. Miiller). 

252. This is true in spite of the tendency of Stoic ascetic writers, like Epictetus, to describe 
the relations between the Adyoc or Adytopocg and the lower functions as one of eternal war- 
fare in which the only solution was the complete suppression to the point of annihilation of 
the lower. 
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tov out of heterogenous parts which were distinct in their natures, this is the 
teaching of Hippocrates and Plato.?** 


We may add to this statement that it was also a teaching of the Pythagoreans, 
or at least of the Neo-Pythagoreans. Here was, in psychological doctrine, the 
essential contrast between the Stoics, including ultimately Posidonius, and 
the position occupied by the Platonists and Aristotelians, as well as by the 
Neo-Pythagoreans and Philo. Their notion of the ovykptya or ouvOetov, 
which necessitated a legal regimentation in the soul, was essentially different 
from the Stoic notion of the lower parts as Suvapeic of the greater part, by 
which the voc myeyov was really more the cause and source of the lower 
parts than their ruler in a proper sense.’ So it is in Pythagorean, not in 
Stoic, teaching that we find parallels to the notion that each of the senses 
and parts of the soul have “goods” or “ends” peculiar to themselves. And it 
would only be in this philosophic environment that the “goods” could be 
considered as “laws” of the members, for the parts of the soul in Stoicism, 
as mere extensions, or functions, of the nyepyovikev, could not be treated 
thus as having an independent relation with the universal nature. | 
Accordingly the Stoic aspiration was not for appovia of the lower parts 
with the higher, but ouppetpia of the whole.’** That is, the aspiration is not 
for the attunement of fundamentally different ingredients in the soul, but for 
proportional development of the single soul stuff, as it flows out from the 
Aoytopydc into the various forms in which that dominating principle and 
source expresses itself. Practically the two forms of expression would result 
in much the same sort of adjustment to life. Reason was in either case to 
predominate over all the lower aspects of man’s nature. Galen points out 
that Chrysippus and Plato agreed in describing beauty of soul as a matter 
of ouppetpia,”** though he finds difficulty in Chrysippus’ description of the 
soul. The Stoic was really looking for such a health of the logos that as it 
reached out to function in the various lesser manifestations it would do so 
keeping a due sense of proportion. It is true that this health was a matter of 
keeping the individual’s logos in harmony with the Logos-Nomos of the 


universe,”*” but such a conception never, so far as I can ascertain, led the 


253. De Placitis Hipp. et Plat., p. 432 1. 11 ff. (ed. Miiller). 

254. Galen, op. cit. (p. 433) goes on to quote Chrysippus as saying that nioav évégyeiav 
te xal ratocs Ev tH Aoytotix® pov ovviotactan. 

255. Galen, op. cit., pp. 338 ff. 

256. Op. cit., pp. 424, 431. Galen quotes Plato, Sophist, 227d ff. 

257. So the 6pwodoyia of the Stoic was an inner “harmony” only secondarily. Virtue was 
primarily a didbeoug GwoAoyoupevy but the context shows it is “agreement” with universal 
nature: so Cleanthes. Chrysippus included “agreement with the individual nature of man.” 
But this phrase is unfortunately not explained, Diog. Laert., VII, 87-89. This is the sense in 
which is to be taken the fragment in Plutarch, De Stoicorum Repugn., 9, 1035¢ (SVF, III, 326). 
See Schmekel, Philosophie der mittleren Stoa (1892), p. 357. 
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Stoics to talk of a legal regimentation of the mind as over against the lower 
members. Such a description could have originated and been accurate only 
in a school, like the Pythagoreans, Platonists, or Aristotelians, which thought 
fundamentally of the lower members as being of independent nature and 
origin, not as being extensions of the individual’s logos itself. It is true that 
the Stoics did speak of the disobedience of the lower parts of the soul, but 
Galen, in quoting Stoics in that connection, points out the fundamental 
absurdity of such language from philosophers who saw the lower parts as 
aspects of the logos itself. He asks, pertinently, mic yap av fh aneiOelv EauTa 
TI SuvaITo h anootpepecbat EauTS H UN Emeobat EauTG;** That is, the whole 
notion of reason as ruler in the soul had no proper place in Stoicism, because 
the ruler had no real subjects, and when the Stoics used such language they 
were only borrowing a terminology that was practically useful but funda- 
mentally inconsistent with their postulates.**® There are no Stoic elabora- 
tions of law and rulership in the soul comparable to those of Philo and the 
Pythagoreans because there could not be. Philo’s frequent description of the 
Law of Nature is often Stoic in its terminology, as well as the way in which 
he describes the harmony of the individual logos with the cosmic Logos. 
But again that cosmic Law of Nature lacks the distinctive Stoic feature of 
being itself the ultimate, and of being a fatalistic and deterministic force. 
Philo’s insistence upon individual freedom, and upon the cosmic Law as 
being an expression of the will of God, whose nature transcended even His 
Law, is as Pythagorean as it is definitely a contradiction of Stoicism. 

That the Jews of the Diaspora should have found in Pythagoreanism the 
most congenial classical presentation of ethics is not at all strange. Here is a 
doctrine which puts man over against God, and yet in intimate relation with 
Him, in a way quite sympathetic to their religion. The Pythagoreans them- 
selves were full of the type of mysticism popular among devout people of 
the day, and it was their thinking that was always predominant in philo- 
sophical explanations of the Mysteries. Hellenistic Jews would then probably 
have found Orphic thought already fused with Pythagoreanism, as the early 
writings of Aristobulus have suggested. Not the least adaptable feature for 
Jewish thinking was this legalistic psychology, even though it involved the 
ultimate transcending of the written Code. 

Further the Pythagoreans presented a notion of man as being both body 
and soul which a Jew would have found most acceptable. Here too was an 
explanation of life in terms of a great Natural Law which came from God, 
and which must be expressed alike in the state and in the individual life. 
It is true that Philo and Paul show that Jews developed this aspect of the 


258. De Placitis Hip. et Plat. (ed. Miiller), p. 343, ll. 10 f. 
259. As in the argument generally ascribed to Panaetius in Cicero’s De Offictis, I, xxviil, 
ror f. 
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teaching for the subjective realm more in detail than we can prove the 
Pythagoreans to have done, but it was Pythagoreanism which offered them 
an explanation of life in which their own great devotion to the Law of a 
personal God could find a place. While the Pythagorean conception is elabo- 
rated in Philo, it is still thoroughly Pythagorean in its point of view. It is 
interesting to recall that the Pythagorean fragments I have quoted seemed 
so much like Philo that Gruppe*® thought they must themselves have been 
written by Hellenized Jews. The frequent inclusion of polytheistic elements 
and the total absence of any trace of the Jewish Law made this theory im- 
possible. But it seems not to have occurred to the people who rejected 
Gruppe’s suggestion that the similarity of the point of view which he pointed 
out was still there, and indicated that if the fragments were not Hellenistic 
Jewish, much of what we have of Hellenistic Judaism is thoroughly Pythag- 
orean, at least in its political, ethical, and mystical aspects. The Pythagorean- 
ism of the day was of course an eclectic affair, and left the door open for 
convenient borrowings of details from other schools, when it had not itself 
done the borrowing. Had we the treatises which lie behind the fragments in 
Stobaeus we might come to some conclusion as to how much the eclecticism 
of Philo was already worked out for him by the Pythagoreans. Even from 
what we have it is obvious that the essential Platonic and Aristotelian ele- 
ments of ethics which appear in Philo, if not originally Pythagorean, were 
already fused by the Pythagoreans with their own thinking, as well as many 
details from Stoicism. It seems definitely a step toward the understanding of 
Philo to recognize that, fundamental for his systematic thinking and reli- 
gious spirit as were the Torah and the mystery religions, equally so was the 
point of view of the Pythagorean school for the philosophical and psycho- 
logical foundations of his ethical and mystical thought. 


260. Gruppe, Fragmente des Archytas, 123 ff. Lutterbeck, Neutestamentliche Lehrbegriffe, 1, 
271, ascribes them to the Essenes. Zeller, Philos. der Griechen, Ill, ii (1903), 122f., properly 
rejects both suggestions. 
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Aall, A., roz 

Aaron, Mystery of, 71, 95 ff., 168 f., 210, 220, 
275; robes, 113f., 178f.; =Logos, 276; 
= Speech, 211; relation to Moses, 73, 184, 
189 f., 204, 211, 217, 231; sacrifice of, 217; 
kingship of, 113; in Liturgy, 313, 323, 331, 
3553 sons of, 113; see high-priest 

Abel, 313, 322, 330, 355 

Abimelech, 149, 165 

Abraham, mystic experience, 135 ff., 238 ff., 
245; migration from Chaldea, 73, 137 f.; 
successive visions, 30f., 36, 140f., 355£., 
246; union with Powers, 140f.; gets 
“cakes,” 36; change of name, 139; sacrifice 
of, 145f.; changed into Light Substance, 
150; death, 150, 338; relation with Law, 
68, 144f., 150; and four virtues, 142; 
guardian of race, 150; intercessor, 150; 
king, 396; man of peace, 142; one of 
three-fold divisions of eternity, 352; savior, 
143f., 146, 149f, 152, 158f., 231; in 
Liturgy, 313, 317, 323, 326, 331 

Adam, 70, 135, 155, 283, 322, 326, 349, 
366 £. 

Adler, M., 34 . 

Adoil, 267 

Adonis, 19, 291 

adultery, 70 

Aenesidemus, 376 

aether, 196, 284, 385 

Ahriman, 205 

Ahura Mazda, 361 

air, 99 

(Aisara), 409 

Alexander Polyhistor, 289 

Allegorists, 83, 90, 93, 95, 112, 165, 236, 263 

allegory, 9, 83, 112, 180, 235, 242£., 254 

altar of incense, 97 f.; of sacrifice, 97, 113 

Amalek, 211 

Amesha Spentas, 13, 20, 27, 361 

Amorites, 73 

anarchy, 387 f. 

angels, 79, 108, 120, 178, 184, 196, 344f., 
360, 366; death angel, 276 

Angus, S., 376 

animals, 67 


Antaeus, 289 

Antiochus, 380, 387, 393 

Aphrodite, 15, 18, 19 

Apion on Moses, 293 

Apollonius of Tyana, 127 

apostasy, Jewish, 195 ff., 295, 322 

Apostolic Constitutions, Liturgy in, 306 ff. 

Apuleius, 4, 12, 15, 46; see Index IV 

Aquila, version of, 318 

archangels, 344; see angels 

(Aresas), 409 

Aristobulus, 277 ff., 296 

Aristophanes, 3 

Aristotle, 3 f., 12 f., 46, 72, 219; see Index IV 

ark, of covenant, 23 ff., 98, 244, 253; of 
Noah, 132f., 238 

Arminians, 252 

Arnim, H. von, 152, 376 

art, mystic, 256 ff. 

Artapanus, 291 

Artemis, 15 

astronomy, 157 

atheists, 122, 124 

Athena, 15 

Athenagoras, 301 

Athos, Mt., 70 

atomists, 122 

atoms, 66 

Attis, 1, 5 

attunement, 404 ff. 

Augustine, 345 

Augustus, 190 

authorities, 344 


Babel, tower of, 73, 386 
Bacchic groups, 2 

Badt, B., 58, 61, 97, 193 
Balaam, 73, 188 
baptism, 326 f., 351 
Barak, 313 

Barker, E., 65, 371 
Baynes, C., 360 

bears, the two, 98 
Bellona, 15 
Benedictionibus, de, 81 f. 
benefit (saving), 40 ff. 
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Bevan, E., 4 

Bezaleel, 173, 215, 231 

blood = soul, 378 

body, 70; a corpse to mystic, 149; death to, 
238; destruction of, 206; abandoning of, 

134, 176; redemption of, 134, 149, 179; 
207 

Bousset, W., 13, 120, 277, 306 ff. 

Box, G., 137, 274 

bread, unleavened, 205 

breastplate of high-priest, 100, 114 

Bréhier, E., 5, 11, 36, 38, 43-45, 59, IOI, 


119, 181, 185, 347, 395 
Burnet, J., 54 


Cain, 73, 322, 355 

Caird, E., 377 

“cakes” of mystery, 36, 148, 149, 206, 259 

Caleb, 326, 355 

calf, golden, 191, 216, 265 

Calvin, John, 252 

candlestick, 97 f., 112 

Casey, R., 234 

castratt, 124 

catechetical instruction, 327 

causes, 49 

Cerfaux, L., 279, 290 

Chaeremon, 4, 293 

Chalcedon, 4 

Chaldeans, 137 

charioteer, 28, 52f., 183 

Charles, R., 266 

Charran, 138 

Chasidim, 6 

cherubim, 23, 25f., 30, 41, 80, 98, 307, 320, 
344 

children, exposing, 69; care of, 69; the three, 
313 

choice, 406 

Christianity, 2, 5 f. 

Chrysippus, 403. 411 

cibum mysterit, 167, 259; see “‘cakes” 

cidaris of high-priest, 105 

circumcision, 83 

cities of refuge, 102, 159, 303 

citizen of world, 319, 397 

Cleanthes, 390, 395, 411 

Cleodemus, 289 

Cohn, J., 66, 122; L., 5, 376, 390 

Colson and Whitaker, 30, 36, 75, 176, 230 £., 
247, 373, 376 

conceptual world, 27; see Index II, xdop0¢ 
vontés 

concubines, 247 

confusion, 206, 245 

conscience, 395 
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contemplative life, 149 

Cornutus, 300 

cosmic worship, 99f., 104 ff. 109, 111 f., 
117 ff., 168 £. 

cosmos, single, 122; a city, 48, 51, 153; 
Ogyavov of God, 196; the true temple, 
108; the Son of God, 109, 337 

creation, 52, 73f., 121 f., 326, 345, 347 

Creative Power; see Powers 

creed of Mystery, 122, 358 

Critias, 124, 378 

Cronos, 17 

crops, 70 

“Crown,” 362, 364 

cult, mystic, 8, 259 ff., 351, 353, 357 

cursing, 71 

curtains of tabernacle, 113 

customs, value of, 87 

Cybele, 126 

Cynics, 54, 87 


Dahne, A., 5 

Damippus, 409 

Daniel, 313, 354 

Darmesteter, J., 13, 361 

David, 313 f. 

Deborah, 313 

Decalogue, 59, 74, 193, 310, 350 

Delatte, A., 127 

Demeter, 2, 15 f., 18 

Demetrius, 289 

democracy, 143, 389 

Democritus, 347 

demonology, 366 

determinism, 345; see fate 

Dieterich, A., 14 

Diodorus, 4; see Index IV 

Diogenes of Babylon, 378 

Dionysus, 16, 18 f., 212, 292 

disciples of Moses, 125; see Index II, mottn- 
TS 

division, 66 

Donaldson, J., 306 

dove, Noah’s, 134 

dreams, 168 

Drummond, J., 5, 45, 101, 395 

Dura, Synagogue at, 9, 209f., 217, 222, 242, 
258 f., 262 

dux princeps, 31 

Dyophysites, 225 


Earth Goddess, 18 
Eaton, D., 79 
ecclesia, 205 
Ecphantus, 154 
ecstasy, 382 
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Eden, 22, 30 

Edomites, 187, 219 

education, 72 

egg, cosmic, 13, 267 

Egypt, denounced by Sibyl, 283; Israelites in, 
183; =body, 204; =passions, 208 f.; host 
of, its destruction, 206 

Ehrenberg, V., 60 

Einarson, B., 226 

elders, the seventy, 209, 217, 232 

Eleazar, 331 

elements, the four, 50, 113, 346 

Elyah, 313 f., 333 

Elim, 209 

Elisha, 313 

Elohim, 44, 364 f. 

Empedocles, 54, 70; 126, 3473 378 

encyclical studies, 239, 247 f. 

Enoch, 130, 238; in Liturgy, 314, 323, 326, 
330f., 333 

Enos, 129, 238; in Liturgy, 314, 323, 326, 
330 f. 

En Soph, 359, 364 f. 

ephor, 52, 61 

Epictetus, 410 

Epicureans, 122, 124 f. 

equality, 65; see Index II, iodtys 

Erasmus, 90 

Esau, 167 

Esther, 314 

eternity, 337 

ethics; see virtue 

Eubouleus, 18 

eudaimonism, 79 

Eumenides, 18 

Eupolemus, 289 

Eve, 70, 219 

evil, 53, 153 

exodus, allegory of, 205 ff. 

Ezekiel the Tragic Poet, 7, 289 f. 

Ezra, 6, 313, 354 


faith, 68, 4oo f. 

fate, 43, 53, 79 

Female Principle in Nature, pagan formula- 
tions, 3, 12, 14 ff.; adaptation to Sophia, 7, 
22 f., 270, 275; applied to Sarah, 139; to 
Rebecca, 157 ff.; to Leah, 249; in Kabbalah, 
362 

Feuchtwang, D., 210 

fillets, 209 

Finkelstein, L., 79 

fire, symbol of Deity, 41, 44, 214, 2323 Stoic, 
49, 58; in Liturgy, 321 

Flaccus, 60 
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flight, of soul through universe, 111, 118 £., 
of mystic, 215, 246, 248 f. 

flood, 73, 133. 

fluid, divine, 134; see Light-Stream 

Focke, F., 268 

food, mystic, 167, 259, 390; see “cakes” 

forms, function in creation, 32, 48ff.; in 
Mystery, 114, 147, 165; credal require- 
ment for initation, 124 

“Foundation,” 362 

fountains, symbol of Light-Stream, 157, 1593 
the twelve, 209 

Frazer, J., 212 

Friedlander, M., 285 

friend of God, 172, 271 

Freudenthal, M., 372, 374, 377, 380 


Gabriel, 79 

Gaius, Emp., 69, 257 

garments, mystic, 265 f., 328 f., 351, 367 

Gayomart, 13, 361, 366 

Geiger, F., 72 

Gentiles, 6, 115, 167, 192, 261 f. 

geometry, 67, 248 

Gfrorer, A., 5, 53, 101, 395f. 

Gideon, 313 

Ginsburg, C., 359 

gnosis, in Liturgy, 308, 313, 317,°326, 330, 
351, 355 

Gnosticism, 119 

God, of the Mystery, 7 ff., 11 ff.; and Powers, 
23 ff.; see Powers; in the Liturgy, 336 ff.; 
absolute, 169; monad, 64, 122; not tem- 
poral, 329, 337; not special, 329, 337; un- 
changing, 205, 329, 338; self-sufficient, 320, 
329 f., 337; mot generated, 284, 320, 330, 
337; is darkness, 214, 233; active, 225; all 
knowing, 61, 330; = mvotc, 50 ff.; is Life, 
288; above corruption, 337; above justice, 
62 ff.; invisible, 213 f., 284, 308, 329, 3393 
kingship, 38 ff.; creator, 122; immanence 
of, 58, 212; His name, 334; giver of Laws, 
323, 336; conditioned by Law, 52 f.; Father 
of Sophia, 308; and Light-Stream, 11 f., 
168f., 288; vision of, 30 ff., 177; takes 
initiative with mystic, 138 

gold, 112, 114, 220 

good and evil, 165 

Good Shepherd, 52, 57, 172, 184, 202, 229 

Goodrick, A., 268 f. 

goods, ethical, 407, 409 

grace, 44, 132 

Grant, A., 54 

grapes from Palestine, 218 f. 

Greek vs. Jewish thought, 85 

Gressmann, H., 120 
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Grill, J., 343 
grove, a sacred, 108 
Gruppe, O., 413 
Guide of Souls, 42 


Hagar, 143, 146, 239 

Haggada, 73 

hand, right and left, 40 

Hannah, 313 

happiness, 154 

Haran, 171 

hares, 67 

harmony, 65 

Harnack, A. von, 38, 298 f. 

Harris, R., 343 

heaven, 355 

“heavenly man,” 366, 381, 383 

hebdomad, 310; see seven 

Hebrews, Epist. to, 69 

Hecate, 15 

Heinemann, I., 38f., 55 £., 68, 70, 78£., 138, 
313, 372, 380, 384, 387, 393 

Heinze, M., 37, 45, 54, 58, 100 f. 

heir of divine things, 246 

Heliopolis, 293 f. 

Hellenistic Age, 1 ff., 126 

Hellespont, 70 

helmsman, 52 

hemispheres, 98, 109 

Hera, 41 

Heraclitus, 376 

Hercules, 289 

Herford, R., 73 

Hermes-tat, 7, 275, 291 

Hermetica, 44, 117, 150, 235 

Herodotus, 4 

heroes, mystic, 302 

Hicks, R., 373 

Hierocles, 68 f. 

high-priest, significance for Mystery, 99 ff., 
106f.; represents Logos, 100 ff., 115 ff.; 
garments of, 99 f., 109, 114, 116; laws for, 
71, 110, 390f.; see Aaron 

Hippa, 18 

Hippocrates, 378 

Hirzel, R., 59 f., 65, 70, 86, 397 f. 

history, Philo’s view of, 78 

Holmes, S., 268, 271 

holy of holies, 23, 27, 98, 108, 113, 214, 
255 f. 

Homer, 60, 75, 148 

hope, 129 

Hopfner, T., 266 

Hor, 211 

Horeb, rock of, 188, 210 f. 

Horus, 14 
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Iacchus, 18 

Iamblichus, 4 

idolatry, 295 

idols, 257 ff., 261, 288 

ignorance, 70, 316 

Ikhnaton, 162, 237 

illumination, mystic, 208 

immorality, Greek, 299 

immortality, 375 f. . 

initiates addressed, 172, 230 

initiation, into Isis, 162f.; into Mystery, 8, 
123, 326 ff., 351, 353; of Isaac, 91, 159 

Iranian elements in Mystery, 4, 12f., 23 ff. 
205, 220, 235, 263, 297 

Isaac, mystic career of, 153 ff.; self-taught, 
155 ff.; = laughter, 141; Savior, 157; Son of 
God, 154f.; harmony with Law of Nature, 
QI, 154; sacrifice of, 141; rises by Female 
Principle, 157 ff.; one of three-fold divi- 
sions of eternity, 352; mystic significance, 
241; type of piety in IV Mac., 268; in 
Liturgy, 313, 317, 323, 356 

Isis, 1, 3, 5, 7, 9f., 12, 14f., 18f£., 102, 117, 
119, 126, 161 f., 202, 235, 263, 275 

Israel = “Seeing God,” 136, 170, 329f., 3533 
see Jacob; the True, 353 

Israelites at Sinai, 216 


Jackson, A., 13, 137, 182 

Jacob, mystic career of, 166 ff., 240f.; flight 
from Esau, 167; dream of Ladder, 168 £.; 
in Cosmic Mystery, 168; marries Sophia, 
168, 171; as shepherd, 172; dream of flocks, 
172 f.; deceives Laban, 172; flight from La- 
ban, 176; wrestles with angel, 177 f.; dying 
words, 178; friend of God, 172; savior, 
171; one of three-fold divisions of eternity, 
352; in Liturgy, 313, 323, 356 

Jael, 313 

James, M., 265 

Jehoshaphat, 313 

Jeptha, 313 

Jeremiah, 76, 231 

Jerome, 79 

Jesus, 2f., 127, 155, 182, 197, 207, 219, 234, 
241, 266, 355 

Jethro, 200, 211 

Jewish Race, 72, 234 

Joachim = Moses, 292 

Job in Liturgy, 323, 326, 330f., 356 

Joel, 354 

Jonah in Liturgy, 313, 354 

Jones, R., 111, 382 

Jordan River, 176, 253 

Joseph, 60, 293 f., 323, 356 

Josephus on Art, 257 f. 
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Joshua in Liturgy, 313 f., 324, 326, 355 

Josiah, 313 

joy, 153 

Judaism, normative, 5, 72, 82, 84f., 253, 295, 
316, 333, 337 

Judas Maccabaeus, 314, 354 

Judith, 314 

Julian, Emp., 4 

justice, 44, 59 ff., 61f., 65, 131 ff., 142, 184, 
370 ff., 398f., 404 ff.; see Index II, &xato- 
ovvn and &ixn 

Justin Martyr, 4, 299, 325 


Kabbalah, 203, 359 ff. 

Kant, I., 46 

Karppe, S., 359 

Kedusha, 306, 308 ff., 315, 344 

Keeper of Souls, 42 

Keferstein, F., 101 

Kennedy, H., 381, 394 ff. 

Kern, O., 284 

Keturah, 149 

King as priest, 190 

Kingship, of God, 38 ff., 53, 111; of Moses, 
181 ff.; of Aaron, 113; of mind, 386 ff.; 
mystic, 221 

Kleinert, P., 258 

Kroll, J.. 43, 376 


Laban, 171 £., 176 

ladder, mystic, 64, 274 

lamp of tabernacle, 113 

landlords, 82 

laughter, 153 

laver, of purification, 97; of regeneration, 
328 £. 

law (general), Greek concept of, 86 f.; Natu- 
ral, 4o ff., 64£., 69f., 87, 323, 370f., 388, 
396; in man, 389f., 409; to Patriarchs, 
324 f.; written and unwritten, 8, 86 f., 323, 
331, 397£.; in subjective realm, 370 f£.; 
specific, 64, 80 f.; incarnate, 86 f., 322, 331; 
= mvevua, 397; = Logos, 8, 159; as spirit- 
ual food, 81, 149; salvation by, 72, 400 f.; 
makes sinners, 396; of mind, 387 ff.; of 
members, 54, 143, 391 ff. 

Law, Jewish, 8, 72 ff.; normative view of, 
72 ff., 253; Philo’s view of, 48, 84 ff., 236; 
as Code, 73, 89f.; letter of, 80f., 89, 95, 
115; praised, 110 f.; positive and negative, 
28, 252f.; three requirements of, 84; as 
teacher, 74; has body and soul, 83 ff., 90; 
harmony with nature, 189; transcended in 
Mystery, 236, 254, 273 f.; in Kabbalah, 368; 
in Liturgy, 349 f. 
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Laws of Mystery, 260 

Leah, 84 

Lebreton, J., 34, 37 

Leisegang, H., 34, 54, 61, 75, 225 £., 395 

leopards, 67 

Leucippus, 347 

Levites, 192, 195, 250 

Lewy, H., 89 

Libya, 289 

Life, 19; tree of, 209 

light, created, 50, 321; invisible, 265; celestial 
vs. terrestrial, 165; -rays from God, 7f., 
138, 243; -Stream, Orphic, 19; Iranian, 
12 f.; Isis, 14 ff.; in Jewish Mystery, 11 ff., 
44, 243, 358; =Law, 54, 59, 72, 150; 
= Sophia, 23, 157, 161, 170, 173, 272, 
277 £., 282; = Logos, 104, 161; = Powers, 
4 f., 170; mystical experience of, 146 f., 
166 f., 174f., 212, 382f.; at Sinai, 216; in 
Bibl. Ant., 265 £.; in Il Enoch, 267 

linen garments, 265 f., 285 

lions, 67 

“‘literalists,” 5 

Liturgy, Mystic Jewish, 9, 306 ff. 

loan, 375 

loaves in tabernacle, 99 

Logos, begotten by God, 320, 340f.; Son of 
God, 320; =ted¢ (without article), 175, 
341; angel of God, 341; heavenly man, 
366; creator, 284, 320, 345; “foundation,” 
362; seal, 383; cutter, 206, 243, 246f., 346; 
king, 320, 341; high-priest, 71, 276, 320, 
341, see high-priest; = Law, 8, 159; chari- 
oteer and pilot, 302; captain, 302; in Ark 
scheme, 23 ff.; first City of Refuge, 29, 250, 
303; = Sophia, 22, 158, 273, 301, 320, 3413 
cosmic, 14, 101, 366; not double, 23, roo f,, 
161; incarnations of, 8; mystic goal, 251; 
softener, 206; snake charmer, 305; as hu- 
man reason, 67, 278; = Osiris, 14; in Oratio 
ad Graecos, 300 ff.; in Liturgy, 340 ff. 

Lommel, H., 360 

Lot, 149, 323, 355, 392 

lynching, 194 


Maaseh Bereshith, Merkabah, 369 

magistrate, 370 

Magna Mater, 15, 18f. 

Malchus, 289 

Mamre, 147 

man, 74, 348f., 367; of God, 135; Heavenly, 
366, 381, 383 

Manasseh, 313 

Manetho, 293 

manifold vs. simple, 206 

manna, 188, 195, 208, 324 
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Manoah, 313 

many-named, 18, 38, 227 

Marah, waters of, 187, 209 

marriage, 70; mystic, 23, 142, 157 ff., 164f., 
201, 249 

Masek, 246 

Massebieau, L., 5 

mathematics, 64 f. 

_ Mattathias, 313, 354 

matter, 14, 48f., 51 ff., 80; cosmic organiza- 
tion of, 113; in man, 119; escape from, 16, 
31 f. 

mean, ethical, 27, 143, 219 

mediator, II0 

Melchi, 293 

Melchizedek, 145, 151, 238, 293, 323, 326, 
330f., 356, 391 

Melissus, 122 

members, law of, 54; 143, 391 ff. 

memory, 288 

Mercy Seat, 23, 25 f. 

Meribah, rock of, 210 

Messianic Age, 82 

Metatron, 366 

Metopus,_406-f. 

Meyer, H., 58 

Michael, 79 

microcosm, man as, 135, 319, 348, 367 

Midrash, 73 S 

Migration, of Israelites, 241; mystic, 246 ff. 

mind, of God, 138; of man, 381 ff.; double, 
385; fragment of God, 383; as dotdc 
Adyoc, 388 £.; kingship of, 70, 220, 386 ff.; 
lower, 205; flight of, 382f.; addressed, 35 

Minucius Felix, 56 

miracles, 187 f. 

Miriam, 207, 231 

Mithras, 5, 9, 13 f., 19, 220 

mitre of priest, 102 

mixture, 42 

Mizpah, 313 

Moab, daughters of, 220 

Modalism, 37 f. 

Monad, 64 

Monoimus, 361 

Monophysites, 225 

monotheism, 175, 224 

moon, 321 

Moore, G., 78, 98, 100, 111, 196, 252, 261 f., 
265, 295, 333, 336f. 

morality, 131 

Mordecai, 314 

Moses, birth and infancy, 182 f., 265; attacks 
Egyptian, 200; flight of, 183; with daugh- 
ters of Jethro, 61, 184; marriage of, 201; 
at bush, 184, 202, 265, 290; relations with 
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Aaron, 184, 189f.; rod of, 203; at Red 
Sea, 187; in Midian, 200; at Marah, 187; 
on Sinai (Horeb), 191, 210 ff., 226, 228, 
265; holds up hands, 211; serpent of, 220; 
at Elim, 209; at the mystic well, 221; 
miraculous power of, 187; not found a 
dynasty, 185; vision of Canaan, 222; last 
song, 196f., 213; death of, 195 ff., 222 ff., 
265; a man, 223; perfect man, 181, 203, 
217, 220, 223, 227, 232f.; “divine man,” 
229; the Sophos, 211; most holy, 197; 
cosmopolite, 186;-self-taught, 199; mind of, 
183; preeminence in Judaism, 77; lawgiver, 
66, 80, 184, 186, 188 ff., 215 £., 227, 229f., 
231, 323; prophet, 192 ff.; king, 181 ff., 
290; shepherd, 184, 229; mystic initiation 
and career, I9I, 215, 231 f., 241 f.; a loan 
to men, 8, 197, 222, 225; incarnation of 
law, 89; relation to body, 183, 199f.; in- 
corporeality, 213; many-named, 227, 292; 
vision of God, 212f.; unchangeable, 228; 
eternally virgin, 226; a salamander, 214; 
spirit of, 232; master of cosmos, 185; 
Snutoveydc, 209; the number seven, 226; 
equivalent of race, 233; man of God, 227; 
= Logos, 201, 203, 211, 220, 231; = vous, 
229; =monad, 195, 211, 228; in place of 
God, 220, 227; relation with God, 186; is 
God, 91, 186, 199, 202, 214, 223 ff., 256; 
prayer to, 233; President of Games, 233; 
savior, 192, 197f., 204f., 209, 220, 230 f.; 
intercessor, 216, 228, 266; priest and mysta- 
gogue, 96, 181, 189 ff., 192, 196f., 206, 
215, 220, 255; —Hermes, 7, 291; = Isis, 


291 f.; =Joachim, 292; =Melchi, 293; 
=Musaeus, 291; =Orpheus, 7, 296; 
=Osarseph, 293; =Osiris, 291f., 296; 


= Tisithen, 293; in Hellenistic Literature, 
292f.; in Liturgy, 313f., 317, 326, 331, 
356 ff. 

mother of gods, 18 

mules, 70 

murder, 70 

murderer, 249 

Musaeus, 10, 279, 291 

music of cosmos, 117, 196t., 213 

Myres, J., 60 

Mystery, the Jewish, not original with Philo, 
44, 180f.; origin, 237; history of develop- 
ment, 294 ff.; presented through Patriarchs, 
180; kept from uninitiated, 260 f.; qualifica- 
tions for admission, 121 ff., 260 f.; initia- 
tion, 121, 326f., 351; creed, 358; organiza- 
tion, 217, 259 ff.; laws of, 260; summary, 
148, 235 ff.; three stages, 173 f.; Lower 
Mystery of Aaron, 8, 95 ff., 209; distinction 
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of Lower and Higher, 95 ff., 115, 209; goal 
of, 132; destiny, 357, 368f.; in Hellenistic 
Literature, 265 ff., 268 ff., 297 
Mystery Religions, 1 ff., 41, 44, 176, 328 
mysticism, 16, 63f£., 165f., 254, 386 f. 
mystics, 338, 250, 255 
mythology, 1 ff., 15, 46, 64 


names, Greek, 7 

nature, 19, 50 ff., 70 

necessity, 43, 252 

Nehemiah, 313 

Neo-Platonism, 10, 244 

Neo-Pythagoreanism; see Pythagoreanism 

Niese, B., 18 

Noah, 131 ff., 223, 238, 392, 399; in Liturgy, 
313, 323, 326, 352, 355 

Nock, A., 154, 306 

north wind, 98 

not-being, 347 

numbers, 58, 100; determined by Natural 
Law, 52, 69; substances, 129; mystic union 
with, 82; in kabbalah, 359, 369 


oath, 68 ff. 

obedience, 85 

Oedipus, 60 

Oesterly, W., 274 

oil of lamp, 113 

Onatas, 20 ff., 37 

one and many, 212 

opinion, 138, 385 f. 

oral tradition of Judaism, 78 

Oratio ad Graecos, Mystery in, 298 ff. 

order, 43, 51 

Origen, 4 

Orpheus = Moses, 7, 296 

Orphism, 2 ff., 12, 15 f., 20, 275, 288, 376; 
Hymns of, 17 ff.; in Jewish Mystery, 7, 
263, 278 ff., 282, 291, 296; in Sib. Or., 
287 f. 

orthodoxy, 80 

Osarseph = Moses, 293 

Osiris, 10, 14f., 119, 212, 266; = Moses, 296 

oyster, 197 


Palestine, 218, 220 

palms, 209 

Panaetius, 402, 412 

Pantasopulos, E., 62, 92 

parents, 69 

Parmenides, 122 

part and whole, 408 

Pascher, J., 5, 13, 15, 20, 22f., 96, 1o1 ff., 
117 £., 147, 157, 160f., 177, 246 
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passivity in mysticism, 139 

Passover, 194, 204f., 261 f. 

paternity, double, 154 f., 164 

patriarchal succession, 262 

Patriarchs, 7 ff., 114, 121, 128, 238; = seven 
Powers, 129, 203, 367£f.; = virtues, 135 f.; 
= graces of God, 135; incarnations of Law, 
74, 90; glorified, 326 f.; priests, 136, 330 f., 
355; saviors, 143 f., 230, 234; in Kabbalah, 
367 £. 

Paul, not borrow mystery direct, 10; and Jew- 
ish Law, 241; Spiritual Law, 398; psy- 
chology, 381; law of members, 54, 391 ff.; 
redemption of body, 207; resurrection body, 
367; mystic race, 251, 253; concept of 
faith, 400 ff.; Suxavoovvn, 370, 400; éntyv- 
WOLS, 354 

pederasty, 70 

penitents, prayer of, 331 f. 

Pentateuch, 74 f. 

Persephone, 15, 18 

personalities, 126, 371 ff. 


Peter, 79 
Peteseph = Joseph, 293 
Phanes, 287 


Pharaoh, 204 f. 

Pharisaism, 6, 345, 358 

Philo, study of, 5 ff., 245; family, 79; loyalty 
to Judaism, 72; a Sadducee(?), 192, 344; 
not originate Mystery, 235 ff.; initiated, 
231; mystic realism, 207; on prayer, 315, 
3253 view of art, 256 ff.; works (selected), 
245 ff. 

Philopator, 291 

philosophy, 37, 45, 304f. 

Phinehas, 73, 187, 220, 326, 331, 355 

physician, 153 

Physicist Commentators, 31 

Pillar of fire, 206; of Mercy, 362; of Rigor, 
362 

pillars of tabernacle, 97 

pilot, 53, 153 

plagues, 323 

planets, 98 

Plato and Platonism, psychology of, 378 ff.; 
emanation in, 11 f.; concept of stars, 51; 
deddc Adyos, 54; memory, 288; evil, 53, 
129; tO Uh Ov, 347; and Orphism, 3, 
237, 288; relation to Mystery, 121 f., 137 

pleasure, 203, 208 

Pleroma, 12f., 19, 23 ff., 28 

Plotinus, 4, 37, 64, 87, 119, 127 

Plutarch, 1, 3f., 7, 14f£., 20, 46, 161, 235 

pole of tabernacle, 113 

polytheism, 122 ff., 323, 350 

popular religion, 126 
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Porphyry, 4, 127, 284 

Porter, F., 268 

Posidonius, 3, 12, 38f., 55 f£., 138, 372, 378, 
382, 384, 4o2f., 410 

Posner, 231 

Potiphar, 73 

Powers, ark scheme of, 23 ff., 253; Cities of 
Refuge, scheme of, 30, 249 ff.; parallels to, 
from Iran, 13; Pythagoreanism, 20 ff.; 
Stoicism, 59 f.; Hermetica, 118; Kabbalah, 
362; parallel to Sophia, 161; mystic experi- 
ence of, 91, 140, 214, 249 ff., 260, 390; 
symbolized by Patriarchs, 129, 203, 367 £.; 
“Lord-God” symbols of, 132, 364; Creative, 
59, 135, 170; Royal, 13, 59, 135, 170, 
251 f.; Mercy, 105 f., 112, 332, 352; a grade 
of angels, 344 

prayer, Orphic, of creation, 284; Philo on, 
315, 325 

predestination, 79; see fate 

presbyter of Mystery, 217 

priest = true opinion, 113; = king, 102, 105, 
113; see Aaron, high-priest 

priesthood of Patriarchs, 136, 330f., 355 

principalities (angels), 344 

prize, mystic, 251 

Proclus, 4, 19, 87 £., 128, 296 

Promised Land, 218, 220 

propaedeutic for Mystery, 122, 169, 358 

prophecy, 192 ff., 382 

proselytes, 8, 115, 326 

Protestantism, 131 

Proteus, 212 

protoplast, 226 

providence, 19, 42f., 51f., 122, 157, 319; 
326, 330, 343 

psychology, 370 ff. 

punishment, 40 ff., 60 

purification, 133 

Pythagoreanism, encycl. studies of, 247; debt 
to Orphism, 2 ff.; doctrine of Powers, 20 ff.; 
tootns, 65 ff.; opposites, 129; mean, 219; 
Logos Cutter, 246f.; numbers, 148; Law, 
52, 87, 150; psychology, 378, 403 ff., 411 ff.; 
imitation of God, 137; animate law, 190; 
“divine man,” 127, 228f.; foundation of 
Jewish Mystery, 7, 23, 121 f., 235 ff., 386 


race, mystic, 214 

Raguel-Jothar, 200, 211 

Rahlfs, 317 

ratio, 55 

raven, Noah’s, 134 

Rebecca, 73, 157 ff. 

Red Sea, 187, 195, 221 f. 
Refuge, Cities of, 30, 176, 249 ff. 
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refuge, running for, 140 

Reitzenstein, R., 32, 43, 291 

reminiscence, 288 

repentance, 130, 233 

resurrection, 316, 319, 322, 326, 333, 3493 
body, 79, 367 

Rhea, 17 

rhetoric, 304 

rites, mystic, 260 

river, crossing, in Mystery, 176 

Road, Mystic, 14, 47, 133, 135f., 145, 214, 
219, 244, 280, 283 f., 286 f£., 296, 304, 316, 
355 

Rohde, E., 376 

Rostovtzeff, M., 9 

rulership, 69 


Sabbath, 82 f., 194 

sabbatical year, 82 

Sabelians, 224 

sacrifice, 110 

Sadducees, 78, 358 

saints in Mystery, 269, 335, 351 f. 

salvation, 202, 396; = justice, 398 ff.; through 
Law, 72, 400f.; through Mystery, 169; 
through Patriarchs, 134, 171 

Samaél, 366 

Samson, 265, 313 

Samuel, 313 f., 331 

Sarah, 36, 139f., 146£., 155 

Savior, Patriarchs as, 134, 143f., 171, 230, 
234; Abraham as, 143f., 146, 149f., 152, 
158 f., 231; Isaac as, 157; Jacob as, 1713 
Moses as, 192, 197f., 204f., 209, 220, 
230 f.; Noah as, 133 

Schlatter, A., 400 

Schmekel, 378, 411 

Schirer, E., 5, 258, 277, 289 

Scott, W., 42f., 72 

Scriptures, 75 ff. 

seasons, 114 

self-taught, 182, 241 

Semele, 18 

senses, 50, 97, 138 

Sephiroth, 203, 359 ff. 

Septuagint, 6, 9, 318 

seraphim, 31, 41, 98, 307, 320, 344 

Serapis = Joseph, 294 

serpents, 203, 208, 219 f. 

servants, 69° 

Seth, 323, 326, 330 f. 

seven, 51, 82, 129, 209, 226f., 247, 278, 311, 
359, 361, 369 

sexual intercourse, 134; laws, 70; symbolism 
for mystery, 14, 16, 158, 171, 173, 201, 231 

shadows, 34, 41 
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shelifish, 67, 197 

Shema, 365 

Shepherd, Good, 52, 57, 172, 184, 202, 229 

Sibylline Books, 282 ff., 297 

Siegfried, K., 269 

Simonians, 38 

sin, 232 f., 304, 332f., 350, 395 

Sinai, 212 ff. 

skeptics, 122 

slaves, 70 

snake, 208; see serpents 

Socrates, 69, 71 

Sodom, 61, 143, 149, 323 

solitude, 159 

Solomon, 269 ff., 297, 313 

Solon, 72 

Son of God, 133, 152, 177 f. 

song, mystic, 221 f. 

Sophacians, 289 

Sophia, 3, 269 ff.; in Plutarch, 13; = Jewish 
“Wisdom,” 7, 22f.; = Female Principle, 7, 
22f., 270, 275; = Light-Stream, 23, 157, 
161, 170, 173, 272, 277f., 282; = Logos, 
22, 158, 273, 301, 320, 341; = virtue, 139; 
androgynous, 249; sees herself, 178; a well, 
168; rock of Horeb, 210; a tree or vine, 
147, 218; initiation into, 221; with Isaac, 
157 ff.; in Liturgy, 311f. 319, 322, 3435 
362 

sophists, 86, 304 

Sophos, the, 70, 211, 247, 387 

Sophron, 289 

soul, Sadducees’ doctrine of, 79; incarnation, 
70; relation to personality, 371 f.; = blood, 
378; in perfect state, 390; Stoic view of, 
374; Platonic view of, 374; a temple, 108; 
release of, from body, 146 

Soulier, H., 57, 1o1 

space, 63 

Sparta, 52 

spies in Palestine, 218 

Spinoza, 45 

spirit, 217, 232; see Index II, mvevpa 

stars, 51, 53, 111, 196, 321, 346 

Stoicism, doctrine of Nature, 52f., 111, 1173 
Natural Law, 54 ff., 72, 87; pantheism, 49, 
III, 117, 350; uvevwa, 287; Logos, ror ff.; 
fatalism, 79, 390; providence, 122; Powers, 
38, 43f.; four types of existences, 372 ff.; 
Sage, 234; ethics, 72, 377; psychology, 371, 
376f., 402f., 410f.; encyclicals of, 247; 
Philo’s dislike of, 122, 138, 235 

storks, 67 

Strack, H., 78 

subordinates to God, 60, 63 

succession, patriarchal, 218 
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sun, the physical, 98, 100, 109, 111, 196, 321; 
mystical figure, 11, 42, 177, 243 

swearing, 68 

symbolism, 84 

syncretism, Jewish, 6 ff., 9 f. 

Synoptic Gospels, 10 

Syrian Dea, 18 


tabernacle, 97, 113 

table, in tabernacle, 97f., 112; mystic, 8, 261 
talon, law of, 79 

Tarn, W., 4 

taxes, 65 

Taylor, A., 54 

Taylor, T., 19 

Techert, M., 15 

temple, 8, 23, 83, 108, 116 

ten, number, 279, 359, 361, 369 

Terry, M., 285 

thanksgiving, 315 

Themis, 404 

theodicy, 53, 60, 280 

Theodotus, 289 

Therapeutae, 262 

three, number, 33 ff. 

Three Children, 354 

Three Men, 140f., 147 f. 

throne of God, 280 ff., 290 

thrones (angels), 344 

time, boundless, 360 

Tisithen = Moses, 293 

Torah, 7f., 31, 72 ff., 125, 243, 298, 368 
triads (trinity), 33 ff., 141, 148, 361, 364 E£. 
tribunals, 71, 326f., 386 

trumpet, feast of, 303; of peace, 303 
truth, 131 

Typhon, 15 


Urim and Thummim, 104 f., 109 


veil of tabernacle, 113 

vestments, mystic, 99 ff., 109, 113f., 116, 
119, 178 f., 263, 266 

Victoria, Queen, 186 

virginity, 155, 158, 164, 171, 173, 255 

virtue, mystic, a Platonic reality, 399; Pythag- 
orean, 404 ff.; realization of, 400; = Sophia, 
139; intercourse with, 146; in God, 62 ff.; 
helper of man, 140; of Patriarchs, 114, 134 

virtue, social, a by-product, 370; public recog- 
nition of, 82; Jewish and Greek, 85; hon- 
ored for own sake, 71 

virtues, 32, 142 ff.; as laws, 390 

vision of God, 140 

volition, 406 


water, fresh and salt, 346, 348 

way; see road 

Weber, F., 78 

well, mystic, 221, 255; of memory, 288 
Wendland, P., 315, 325 

Wessely, C., 43 

Whitaker, G.; see Colson and Whitaker 
white robe, 113, 263, 266 

whiteness, 172 ff. 

wilderness, Israelites in, 207 f. 

wine, 42 

Wives, 247 

“worlds” of Kabbalah, 364 

Wrath, 275 f. 
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Xenophanes, 122, 299 
Xerxes, 70 


Yahveh, 44, 364 £. 
Yahvism, 6 


Zarvanism, 360 

Zeller, E., 13, 37, 45> 56, 101, 377 f. 
Zelophehad, 195 

Zeno, 4, 55 f. 

Zerubbabel, 313 

Zeus, 17f., 41 

Zipporah, 201 

zodiac, 98 ff., 113 f., 209 
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INDEX II 
GREEK WORDS 


Worps are given as they appear in the text unless they appear in a variety of 
forms, in which case they are given in the primary form only. 


ayotdv, t6, 11 f., 222, 393 G&oxnois, 90 

éyatdtns, 35 counts, 166, 173 £, 177 

dyahpua, 184 GOXntLxh, 156 

KYAALAtTOPogovmevos, 183 Goteios, 6, 93 

GyEVNTOS, 36, 287, 337 ff., 360 dopoAns, 271 

G@y.oc, 271, 351 ataéia, 387 

d&yvoua, 316 GtaeEax0C, 278 

ayxivoua, 185 Gtpic, 272 

GYMOVOBETHS, 233 QUTHXO0O0SG, 129 

&dewxtoc, 45 OvTOYEVHS, 284 

GbGvatOS, 197 avtodiiaxtoc, 155 

abéomatos, 284 avtonatys, 129, 155 

aicdyots, 373, 384 avtoguns, 284 

aicdnta, ta, 50 "AQ, 43 

aitioAoyixds, 202 aptagoia, 268, 274, 338 

GXOTAANTTOS, 45, 359, 383 d&pbagtos, 156, 253, 301, 338. 

axoopia, 387 a&gtitos, 285, 337 £. 

GXQOTOLOS, 210 GpoQun, 373 

aAnbdera, 13, 104 &MeEoovvn, 392 

Gioyov, td, 250 

auBeotos, 126 Baowlsia, 362 

Gpepsrtos, 275 Baovlevc, 39 

GpEQUUVOS, 271 BéBouoc, 271, 273 

GUOAVVTOS, 271 BeBardtns, 362 

GVEYXN, 43 Bios, 407 

avatyjuata, 108 BovAnua, 49 

avaAoiwtos, 338 

GVAQX.u, 387 YOAnVOC, 390 

avtounateiv, 74 yEAWs, 153 

dvbowmos, teloc, 110, 126f., 181, 297; | yevnbetons, 312 
OVEGVLOS, 361 YEVHtOS, 36 

a60ata, Th, 345 yévoc, 224 

GdQatos, 284, 339 YNYEVNS, 385 

axatavatiteotar, 195 yiYQVTES, 43 

axdbeva, 143 YVOQULOS, 93, 212, 217, 222 

axatijs, 156 yv@ous, 404; see Index I, gnosis 

anovyaouwa, 11, 272 yvootds, 285, 339 

dnergov, 359 £., 373 yeooppatets, 293 

dxdQeoia, 272 

arooxiacpa, 338 SHAwots, 104 

andoncoua, 383 f£., 401 dynproveyds, 27, 66, 209 

GQEtTH, 156; doxntixyh, 166 drado0xn, 335 

&ouovia, 66, 183, 396, 404 dtatwvivav, 337 

Goxéetunot, 156 dtaxdopuaois, 409 

GQxXN, 27, 35£. 40, 66, 184, 343, 404 SiakAaxths, 192 


doxyevedie, 18 Suapovn, 153, 351 ff., 390, 400 
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Sudvoia, 374, 381 

diSacxadixn, 156 

dixavov, to, 89 

bixaoc, 40, 268 

duxaroowwn, 62, 64, 66, 67, 72, 86f., 131, 
142, 173, 188, 232, 275, 370 ff., 398 ff. 

Suxarwtneua, 327 

dixn, 38, 41, 44, 52, 58 ff., 72, 86, 389 £., 400 

dlonoc, 58 

dumuns, 18 

S6Ea, 32, 39, 175, 272, 362, 385 

Soeu@deos, 26, 39, 41 ff. 407 

Sbvaptc, 39, 43 £., 79, 377, 379, 404 ff., 410, 
see Index I: Powers; Gvayxatia, 252; 
Baotlixn, 24 ff, 38f, 54, sof; thews, 
24 ff.; vonotetixn, 24 ff., 39, 54, 60; 
Mountixy, 24 ff. 


éyxodteta, 185 
éyxeugiac, 36 
Edn, 87 
cidn, 224 
elxwv, 272; Peov, 254 
eluaguévn, 43 
eionvn, 40f., 370 
éxxAnola, 309 
éxuayetov, 383 
Exvoposc, 60, 82 
v, TO, 359 
EvadAormtauotv, 261 
évégyeta, 69 
EvtEAExELa, 372, 381 
EVTEXVOS, 343 
EvMOLG, 26 
EEGetvoIs, 409 
Etc, 372 f. 
Exiyvwots, 326, 354 
émeixeva, 87 
émiBupla, 404 
émioxracer, 34 
éMLOTHUN, 54, 156, 185, 205, 208, 217, 222, 
249, 251 
EMLPAVNS, 175 
éxiMeEoovvn, 190 
EQELOLG, 362 
EQUYVELA, 193 
Etatoos, 76 
EVYEVELG, 303 
EvYEVTS, 152 
svSauOvia, 131, 141, 154, 192, 233 f. 
evdLoc, 390 
EVEQYETNS, 40 
evegyetixdc, 271 
EVEQYETLC, 27 
evxivntoc, 271 
evx0opia, 387 
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evxqaola, 405 

evpoegla, 182 

etvola, 13, 339 £. 

evvonla, 13, 18, 143, 370f., 396, 399, 408, 
410 

eivopov, td, 390 

evratera, 155 

evotpeta, 97 

evtovia, 174 

evquys, 182, 270 

evMuia, 304 

EVPOQOCIVN, 218 

evyal, 82 

Epogos, 60, 255 


Con, 251, 288, 407 
Cavn, 109 
C@ov, 374, 392 


NHYELOVLAGV, TO, 100, 102, 174, 376, 378 
NYELOV, 184 

ndovn, 154, 395 

TMEQOS, 40 


Oat, 43 

Bei, ta, 214 

Bteoyvooia, 348, 351 

Beds; see Index I: God; distinctive meaning 
without the article, 224, 251, 364; Sevte- 
Q0c, 118 

PeomiAns, 206 

teopdc, 53, 260 

Peopo@dgos, 19 

dyowwdEotatos, 392 

tiacos, 3, 5, 8, 15 £., 19, 76£., 173, 250, 262 

Boentixdv, 374 

Bunds, 404 


ieqoyeappatetc, 293 

legdg Adyos; see AdyOS 
legomaévtns, 96 

toov, TO, 390 

lodtns, 40, 50, 64 ff., 371, 399 


xoxonatera, 185 

xoAoxayatia, 67, 131, 174, 192, 196, 231 

xaddv, TO, 362 

XOWATHQES, 252 

XOVOV, 409 

xaQtEgia, 185 

xOLVOG, 371 

xoivwvia, 26, 66, 186, 404, 410 

xOOWOOAitHS, 186, 348 

xdomoc, 51 f., 67; xdoKOV, 319, 322, 331; 
348; vontdc, 24 ff., 44, 49, 59, 108 

%QGOLS, 35 
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HOLTNQLOV, 55 
xttotelons, 312 
xupegvirtns, 58 
H%UQUOG, 27, 34, 44, 364 


Aaumeds, 175 

Aemtéc, 271 

oystov, 100 

Aoyixds, 51, 332 

Aoyiopes, 404 

Adyot, 168 ff., 207, 212, 228 


Adyoc, see Index I: Logos; EAeyyxoc, 396; 


éviidbetoc, 100 ff., 114; tetoc, 56, 296; 
tegdc, 7£., 36, 57, 76, 93, 116, 172, 175; 
180, 279, 292; defds, 41, 54 ff., 151, 160, 
184, 202, 218 ff., 385, 388, 398, 402, 405, 
409; MEOMOLXOG, 100 ff., 211, 250; ONEQ- 
pwatixdc, 39, 58, 98; topetc, 66, 103, 220, 


377; = vopos, 49 ff. 


patntns, 93 

MEYOAGNOALG, 51, 81 

wsguotéc, 50 

wsoitns, 192, 331 

WETEVOLA, 130 

pic, 371 f. 

uLoorovyngia, 188 

wo(v)voyevis, 18 £., 271 £., 281, 320, 342 
puntetc, 231 

LVOTHOLOV, 14, 36, 260, 268 £., 351 
Lvotns, 96, 214, 292 

LVOTLXG, 260 

pvotic, 36, 273 


voegdc, 271, 273 

VOnta, TA, 11, 28, 50, 254, 345 
VOMULOS, 40 

vonotecia, 327 

VvoLOl, 292 


vOu0S, 41, 52, 73 ff.; G&yeaqos, 74, 86F., 


90; Yeartdc, 332, 350; EuMUTOS, 325, 
332, 348f.; Ewpuxoc, 39, 74, 87f., 121, 
128, 137, 144, 151, 186, 196f., 234, 270 f., 
302, 325; xOLVOc, 55; Aoyixdc, 128, 186, 


189; Muoixdc, 349 £.; = quotes, 86 


VOUS, 32, 67, 339, 362, 374, 380 ff.; pidoaa- 


HOAtOSG, 140 


dABLov, 288 
60dtartos, 375 
6u0A0yia, 404, 411 
Spdvoia, 410 


dv, tO, 23 ff., 30, 41, 71, 205, 209, 212, 


359; TO pH, 66, 263, 319f., 346£., 357 
dEvc, 271, 273 
6xha, 302 


OQYaVOV, 407 

deyta, 96, 260, 262 

60066; see Adyoc 

OQHn, 373, 385 

OQOL, 25, 252 

volta, 25, 27, 108, 137, 213, 374, 381, 385 


nadn, th, 304 
moaduyyeveoia, 376 
noppoaoirea, 18 
NOVAVYES, 19 
KOAVERLOXONOG, 271 
MEAVOOMOS, 19 
navtodiwapoc, 271 
NAVTOXQEATWE, 336 
magadevypa, 52 
NAQALTHTNS, 192, 228 
Tagaxatatyxn, 260 
magavonia, 397 
0.9e5Q0¢, 60 
NEQUC, 373, 381 
regitmpma, 109 
MEQLOXEAT, 109 
miotic, 68, 143, 355, 399 ff. 
WAEOVEXTELV, 185 
TAHQOATA, 3 
MAOUTOS, 13 
VEVLA, 2, 38, 98, 271, 287, 372f., 381, 383, 
385, 397 
rouxtAla, 271 
MOUMAMG, 173 
OLXtAOS, 173 
NOALG, 372 
NOATELa, 51 
NOAVMEQNS, 271 
MOAVOVULOS, 38, 227 
mévoc, 185 
MEQOAIQECLG, 404 
HEWTOYOVOS, 284, 341 
NEWTOTOXOG, 341 
mvQ, 41f., 184; Ep puyov, 304; tTexvixdv, 
41 f. 
mugisvoos, 19 
TUQLPEVYNS, 19 
uedon0gos, 19 


odQE, 395 

Cups, 271, 287 

oxedaotév, 348 

OXNVOS, 404 

opaeaydos, 100 

cComia, 90, 143, 156, 362, 385; see Index I: 
Sophia 

oopds, 263, 377, 391, 404 

ONEQUATIXOG; see AdYyOS 

OVYYEVELA, 28, 382 
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ovyxoQUG, 372 ff., 408 vids, 38, 58; tov deov, 361 

ovpBoda, 90 DAn, 3, 48; Gwogqos, 124 

ovppetola, 411 UnaQEis, 124, 213 

oupratera, 118, 268 DUAEXOS, 39, 302 

CULPOVOY, 405 bxopovn, 157 

CVVAQUOYG, 404 

ovvaguitactai, 405 ®avys, 284, 287 

ouveois, 185 | pavtacia, 34, 373, 385 

ovvietos, 372, 405, 410 MEY YOS, 174, 272 

ouvinun, 355 @tévoc, 200 

ouvinuata, 303 giiayatia, 188 

OUvVtTaELC, 405 miayatoc, 271 

ZO, 43 giiaviounta, 142, 188, 196 

CWO, 395 giudavieuwnos, 271 

CMMATOPUAGE, 407 pido, 173 

cmterga, 18 poutntiis, 76, 93, 222 

GOTNE, 40, 144 POdVHOIS, 19, 143, 405 

OMOTNELA, 40, 370, 397 quyadevtnoiov, 303 

GOTHQLOV, 64 pilots, 49 ff. 139, 213, 257, 320, 341, 373 

OWMEOCGUVN, 185, 219 f., 400, 404 wdc, 34f., 66, 184, 272 
gatiopos, 2 

taELc, 66, 69, 278, 326, 387 @atoerdsys, 119, 163 


TEAELOG, 34, 203, 217, 253 
TEAELOTUTOS, 223 

teAsiv, 123, 214 

tedetal, 36, 259 ff. 
TEAEWTATOG, 156 


1.0.96. 153 
XGQUS, 44, 145 
XGAQUTES, 135 


tEXvVITHS, 27 XvcaDv, 109 
pay XHea, 63 
TEYVITLC, 273 

tin, ton, 195 : 

tOn0G, 63 WUXN; 371, 373 
TOAVOS, 271 *puxonopnds, 43 
toiBoc, 287 f. WUAOTAPLAS, 43 
toinddytos, 212 

TUMOG, 211 dv, 5, 34 


w@elketa, 231, 233 
BBous, 275 @peAnua, 229, 234 
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Abrahamo, De (Abr.): S§rf., p. 743 2-6, 
129; 3-6, 90; 5f., 398; 13, 1293 15, 1303 
16, 90, 129; 17, 130; 25, 130; 26, 130; 
27, 408; 31-33, 399; 32-35, 1313 35, 503 
40-45, 46, 47, 1313 51-55, 203, 368; 
52, 135, 156, 166; 53, 54, 56-59, 1363 
57, 382; 58, 50; 6of., 137; 62, 52, 3903 
69, 137, 138; 70, 137; 7of., 72, 76, 
77% 79, 138; 81 ff., 139; 84, 138; 88, 
138, 1393 99-102, 139, 162; 103, 106, 107—- 
176, 140; 107, 34; 116, 140; 179 ff., 345 
119-125, 1413 122, 39, 953 126-130, 141; 
141, 61; 200 ff., 154; 201%, 202, 203-205, 
I4I1; 208-209, 1423; 2142-214, 171; 225- 
244, 142; 232, 61; 242, 143; 244, 396; 
257, 261, 143; 267, 257; 270, 143; 272, 
144; 273, 68, 144; 275f., 90, 145 

Aeternitate Mundi, De (Aet.): 5, 347; 108, 
67, 400 

Agricultura, De (Agr.): 9, 380; 18, 304; 30, 


385; 30 ff., 3763 31, 70, 388; 39-42, 172; 


42, 166; 42-54, 202; 43, 593 43-49, 2293 
44, 220; 392, 46; 49, 392; 50, 763; 51, 39, 
52, 58, 341; 54, 66, 67-94, 392; 78, 39; 
78-83, 207; 88, 144; 89, 3953; 95-101, 220; 
130, 388; 158, 270 

Alexander sive de eo quod rationem habeant 
bruta animalia (Animal.): 48, 49, 70; 61, 
67, 399 


Biblical Antiquities (Pseudo-Philonic): Pas- 
sim, 265, 266 


Cherubim, De (Cher.): 8, 154; 9f., 13, 385; 
15, 1443 23, 341; 27, 76; 277., 30; 29, 
39, 403 31, 30, 152; 36, 341; 39, 513 42- 
52, 164; 43-46, 201; 45, 1553 46, 1715 47, 
48, 201; 48 f., 231; 49, 22, 76, 95; 51, 76; 
58-60, 384; 67-74, 1743 99, 393 106, 63, 
390; 123 ff., 115, 3753 121, 3973 127, 347 

Confusione Linguarum, De (Conf.): 5, 73; 
17 ff-, 4073 22, 3793 23, 733 30f., 228; 
30-32, 213; 39, 76; 43, 388, 390; 44, 76; 
52, 753 54, 3923 55-59, 91; 62, 76; 70, 
206; 72, 1773 77-82, 228; 82, 200; 88 f., 


392; 88-97, 205; 95f., 256; 95-97, 205; 
105f., 228; 106, 200, 397; 107, 3723; 108, 
67, 389; 108 f., 399; 116-121, 60; 128, 
60, 61; 130, 75; 133, 386; 134-139, 31; 
146, 178, 227; 146f., 177; 149, 76; 159, 
73; 166, 76; 170ff., 39; 170-174, 208; 
171 f., 28, 323 174, 302 


Congressu Eruditionis Gratia, De (Cong.): 4, 


50; 7, 171; 14-23, 247; 16, 67; 24-33, 
247; 25-38, 171; 34-38, 247; 35, 38, 156; 
38-62, 248; 49, 138; 52, 503 55, 3043 59, 
377; 62, 1673 71-80, 81-88, 248; 82, 270; 
89-120, 248; 97, 98, 380; 99, 151; 104f., 
362; 108, 316; 116, 39; 123, 171; 129, 
1673 131-134, 230; 131-135, 2153 139- 
150, 248; r6zrf., 204; 163, 393; 163f., 
209; 165, 393; 176, 167; 177, 76 


Decalogo, De (Decal.): 1, 90; 7, 257; 10-12, 


13, 15, 17, 81; 58, 3373 6677, 76, 2573 
84, 68; 89, 398; 94, 227; 95, 60; 103, 503; 
III, 50, 71; 113 f7., 67; 120, 3393 132, 50, 
70; 134, 385; 142, 150, 388; 156, 2573 
176 ff., 60 


Deo, De (Deo): 2, 3, 303; 4-10, 12, 31 


Ebrietate, De (Ebr.): 9 f., 167; 19, 204; 28, 


400; 31, 75, 76; 33 f7., 388, 389; 34, 3985 
36-45, 212; 44, 34; 46f7., 168; 47-53, 
171; 55, 3893; 60, 155; 65 ff., 389; 66-70, 
391; 69-72, 397; 73-76, 220; 75, 2553 77, 
204; 80 ff., 389; 82, 83, 177; 84, 753 92, 
2273; 94, 155, 166; 95-100, 216; 100, 214; 
IOI, 3753 102, 392; 105 ff., 143; 111, 61, 
206; rz2f., 221; 112-118, 222; 116, 396; 
124-126, 216; 136, 255; 141 ff., 703 143, 
76; 144, 3753 151, 389; 157, 160, 316; 
166-205, 386; 172, 50 


Exsecrationibus, De (Exs.): see below under 


De Praemits et Poenis 


Flaccum, In (Flac.): 102, 104, 106f., 146, 


189, 60 


Fuga et Inventione, De (Fug.): 2, 5, 6, 7-22, 


248; off, 51; 23f., 167; 24-38, 248; 
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46 ff., 168; 48-52, 162; 50-52, 249; 52, 
22; 53, 249; 56, 338; 58-94, 249; 59, 753 
66, 39; 75, 76, 249; 78, 80-84, 85, 250; 
85 f., 333; 88-93, 250; 94 f., 2513; 97, 22; 
161, 251, 341; 98f., 252; roo ff., 28; roo— 
102, 2543 101, 302; 105, 254; 108f., 223 
108-112, 102, 160; 137, 316; 137, 208; 
138, 208, 270; 139, 255; 148, 200; 161— 
165, 202; 164f., 213; 166 ff., 156; 170- 
172, 503; 175, 221; 176, 255, 270; 182, 376; 
183f., 185, 186, 187, 209; 194-196, 1573 
197, 76; 208, 177 


Gigantibus, De (Gig.): 12-15, 3953 15, 2573 
17, 753 21-23, 390; 22-27, 232; 24 ff., 217; 
40, 3933 45, 395 47, 2333 47 ff., 228; 48, 
389; 50, 5rf., 2113 52, 102, 1043 52-55, 
96; 53, 54, 2333 54f., 214; 56f., 2233 57, 
199; 58 f., 256; 62, 372; 64, 39 


Jona, De (Jona) (Pseudo-Philonic): 1, 53; 29, 
30, 39; 44, 78 

Josepho, De (Jos.): 1, 1563 29, 52, 573 31, 573 
39, 257; 48, 52, 60; 63, 144; 127, 376; 
170, 60; 174, 573 183, 316 


Legatio ad Gaium (Legat.): 3, 393 4-7, 32, 
179; 6, 39; 68, 69; 80, 212; 85, 66, 400; 
95, 40; 98 ff., 257; 99, 193; 115, 398; 
186 ff., 191; 2r0f., 81; 223, 67; 290, 378, 
339; 336, 62 

Legum Allegoria (LA): t, 8-16, 51; 11, 3763 
28, 51; 37, 382; 31 ff., 3853 32, 37, 3833 
(40, 226, 384; 43, 22, 227; 51, 64; 64, 22; 
65, 22, 23, 341, 398; 70, 379; 72, 400; 
72 f., 399; 80 f., 171; 107, 395 
#, 2, 645 23, 3733 30, 34; 34, 205; 35 ff., 
377; 49, 225 54-56, 214; 56, 144; 58, 343 
67, 201; 75, 2573 77, 219; 78-81, 220; 82, 
154; 84f., 219; 86, 35; 88-93, 203; 89, 
166; 102, 206; 107, 395; 108, 362 
12, 1, 388; 7, 3373 12-15, 200; 13, 226; 15— 
27, 176; 16 ff., 200; 18, 166; 22, 257; 27, 
144; 28-31, 382; 37}., 200; 43f., 3923 45, 
211; 46-48, 214; 48, 354; 49, 3773 51, 3373 
77. 1325 79H, 151, 385; 79-82, 392; 
82, 151; 86, 210; 86f., 154; 88f., 167; 
95-103, 215; 96, 100, 34; 100-103, 231; 
102, 343; 103, 223; 110, 382; 115, 39, 379; 
133-137, 138-140, 217; 140 ff., 391; 141- 
143, 213; 141-159, 217; 144, 391; 148, 
389; 150, 58, 389; 153-159, 3913 154, 
204; 161, 385; 162-176, 208; 165, 204; 
167, 71; 172, 206; 177f., 208; r8r, 171; 
186, 211; 189 ff., 392; rg90f., 167; ror, 
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372; 192-194, 167; 196, 270; 203f., 68; 
205, 61; 218f., 155; 227, 222, 389; 228, 
396; 228 f., 385; 234f., 304; 236, 733 
245, 390; 246, 395; 247, 400; 248 f., 304 
iv (Fragment) Harris, Fragments, p. 8 


Migratione Abrahami, De (Mig.): 7-15, 3873 
23 ff., 231; 25, 204; 20f., 1573 34, 76; 
36f., 209; 38, 75; 38 ff., 177; 39f-, 1783 
45 f., 222; 46-52, 90; 47, 216; 47-52, 2453 
59, 397; 67, 341; 76, 203; 76-85, 204; 84, 
226; 88 ff., 90; 89-94, 84, 236; 93, 90; 
95 f-, 1713 100, 304; IOI, 155, 167; 102—- 
105, 116; 105, 84; 118 f., 152; 120 ff., 2313 
124, 232, 377, 3523 125, 352, 368; 127, 
152; 127 ff., 1513 127-131, 240; 128, 389; 
130, 56; r30f., 933; 140, 157; 146, 393 
146 f., 219; 151 f., 153, 206; r54f., 206, 
218; 157, 75; 164f., 270; 166, 214; 167, 
257; 169, 733 173-175, 2453 174f., 3913 
177, 73; 178 f., 138; 183, 339; 186, 60, 
62; 186 f., 387; 192, 50; 196, 59; 198-ar5, 
246; 213f., 168; 214, 176; 225, 60 

Mutatione Nominum, De (Mut.): 1, 154, 1553 
7-10, 213; 11 f., 203; 12, 341; 14, 178; 19, 
226, 227; 24 ff., 227; 25, 220, 91; 25f., 
227; 26, 91, 3973 41-46, 179; 43f., 2563 
48, 753 54, 643 57, 338; 68, 270; 8rf., 
177; 87, 341; 88, 155; 98, 102, 2703 106— 
109, 220; 110, 377; 110f., 3763; 110-114, 
200; 125, 753 I15-117, 201; 116, 3413 
rigf., 2013 125 ff., 227; 126, 193; 127f., 
228; 130-176, 1543 131, 155; 139, 76, 3393 
143, 75; 169, 76; 194ff., 59; 205, 207- 
209, 2043; 209, 220; 210, 338; 2r2f., 2703 
213, 338; 2716 f., 396; 223, 383; 224, 218; 
232, 66; 240, 3993 255, 155, 171; 259}. 
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Opificio Mundi, De (Opif.): 3, 49, 390, 3973 
8, 9, II, 52; 13, 52, 69; 13ff., 326; 16, 
49; 22, 338; 23, 31, 52; 25, 382; 29, 99; 
52, 353 46, 52; 51, 67; 53, 50, 382; 55, 
108; 60, 52; 61, 53; 69, 339, 374, 3813 
69-71, 382; 71, 34, 393 73, 673 77, 733 
78, 52; 88, 144; 106, 50; IZ, 523 117, 
376; 128, 50, 52; 129, 50; 135, 3833 141, 
257; 142ff., 3973 143, 51, 573 146, 383; 
148, 155; 151, 378; 152, 3953; 155, 61; 
169, 144; 170-172, 122; 171, 53 


Plantatione, De (Plant.): 5-8, 362; 8f., 573 
18 f., 383; 19, 383; 19f., 3823 23-27, 215; 
27, 257; 29, 76; 42, 379, 383; 43, 1333 


430 


44, 380; 48 f., 51; 50, 32; 60, 388; 66-68, 
302; 87, 88, 40; 90, 170; 110, 1723 121, 
184; 122, 67; 132, 69; 134 ff., 171; 138, 
76 

Posteritate Caini, De (Post.): 12, 13, 14, 2123 
15, 213, 339; 16, 213; 17f., 1523; 17-20, 
213; 27, 152; 28, 338; 28 ff., 213, 228; 32, 
388; 34-39, 382; 41-43, 130; 59, 166; 63, 
178; 67 f., 220; 68, 389; 69, 341; 75-78, 
201; 92, 1773 107, 39, 304; rorf., 219; 
132, 733 134, 1553 135, 171; 143, 216; 
155-157, 209; 156, 144; 158-169, 216; 
162, 51; 165-169, 213; 169, 340; 174, 
192, 200; 175, 122; 185, 390 

Praemus et Poenis, De (Praem.): 1 ff., 743 9, 
51; 15-21, 130; 22, 24-26, 131; 26, 50; 
27, 166, 362; 27-28, 131; 28, 386; 28-30, 
153, 396; 29, 90; 30, 399; 31-35, 1533 33, 
1443 34, 51, 302; 36, 50, 156; 36-51, 166; 
37, 167; 37 ff., 343 37-46, 386; 42, 53, 69; 
43-46, 177; 44, 45f., 167; 46, 7; 47f., 
178; 49-51, 166; 51, 1773 54, 185; 55, 56, 
193; 58, 1393 59, 156, 166; Benedictionibus, 
De: 81, 82; 87, 302; 98, 81; 99f., 50; 108, 
70; 410, 111 ff., 119f., 126, 82; Exsecra- 
tionibus, De (Exs.): 138, 148, 152, 82; 
153 ff., 81; 158, 76; 162, 64, 82; 163, 382 
Providentia, De (Provid.): ti, 15, 40, 523 49, 
52; 63, 53; 82, 52, 396 


Quaestiones et Solutiones in Exodum (QE): i, 
4, 204; 6, 66; 8, 204; 10, 11, 15, 22, 23, 
205 

it, 3, 388; 5, 257; 10, 62; 13, 3413 19, 
70; 22, 92, 392; 27f., 214; 29, 228; 
34, 36, 2153 37, 2143 39, 216; go, 214; 
42, 51; 44, 214; 46, 226, 376; 47, 214; 
52, 2153 59, 28; 62, 63, 25; 64, 40, 390; 
65, 25; 66, 26; 67, 26, 39, 41; 68, 27; 69, 
70, 71, 112; 73-76, 113; 76, 1123 77-105, 
113; 105, 190; 108-124, 114 

Quaestiones et Solutiones in Genesin (QG): 3, 
21, 533 27, 70; 57, 40; 64, 51; 75, 376; 
79 f., 129; 83, 86, 130; 92, 133; 99, 133; 
135 

i, I-7, 1333 4, 135; 10, 133; 17, 1343 
12, 134, 135, 376; 16, 39, 134, 1353 25, 35, 
134; 36 ff., 399; 38-40, 134; 41, 1353 44, 
1343 45, 392; 46, 70, 134, 3933 49, 1343 
51, 52, 53, 56, 1353 59, 3743 67, 1343 75, 
39, 135 

wt, 1, 138; 2, 145; 3, 3793 9, 146, 148; 
10, 146, 1503 15, 18, 20, 23, 1463 24, 
398; 25 f., 146; 27, 146, 396; 39-43, 146; 
44, 45, 51, 1473 53, 147, 154, 400; 54, 
147; 59, 156 


By Licut, Licur 


iv, I, 1473 2, 33, 1473 3, 1473 4, 335 
147; 6, 148; 8, 33, 148, 260, 390; 9, 10, 
12, 16, 148; 17, 154; 8, 19, 21, 1483; 22, 
23, 24-58, 1493 30, 34, 1493 33, 35, 1493 
38, 389; 44, 150; 46, 47, 51, 53, 54, 59, 
61-70, 149; 74, 70, 149; 75-78, 149; 
83f., 150; 88 f., 157; 90, 150; 93, 94, 1573 
97, 157, 160; 98-102, 158; 103, 157; 107, 
110-113, 158; 414-121, 1593 117, 3793 
122, 149; 125, 158; 129, 75, 1593 130, 
159; 131, 158; 134, 136, 138, 139, 1593 
140, 91, 160; 141-143, 145, 146, 1603 147, 
77, 1493 153, 150; 163, 167; 167, 166; 
168-175, 167; 184, 89; 186, 374; 196, 166, 
193; 198, 166; 203-211, 167; 212, 166; 
213, 167, 259; 214-218, 167; 216, 387; 
218, 70, 387; 219, 71; 230, 166; 234, 396; 
239f., 241 ff., 243, 168 


Quis Rerum Divinarum Heres (Heres): 4, 


204; 17-19, 21, 216; 24, 224; 36, 341; 
38, 270; 40-62, 246; 45, 337; 55, 3783 
60, 397; 69-80, 246; 79f., 218; 81-85, 
246; 83-87, 241; 88, 152, 390; 94f., 3993 
95> 401; 96-99, 100-122, 246; 111, 396; 
115, 51; r2rf., 50; 123 f., 246; 130, 453 
130-248, 131, 66; 136, 346; 143, 61; 144, 
145, 66; 152, 50; 156, 52; 157, 341; 163, 
52, 61; 164, 50; 166, 30; 180, 50, 172; 
183, 64; 184, 50; 191, 208; 192, 204; 196— 
200, 246; 201, 276, 313; 201-229, 247; 
203f., 206; 206, 220; 225, 377, 3793 
230 ff., 3773 230-236, 376; 235, 50, 384; 
239f., 3953 239-248, 247; 249, 1933 251, 
216; 251-256, 167; 259, 193; 260-263, 
223; 263f., 382; 263-266, 267-274, 247; 
271, 61; 283, 385; 289, 152; 290, 76; 295, 
90, 395, 398; 300f., 533 302, 51; 312, 31; 
313-316, 247 


Quod Deterius Potiort Insidiari Soleat (Det.): 


10, 21, 316; 29-31, 1573 30, 1553 38-40, 
204; 39, 193; 45, 166; 46, 156; 48, 395; 
52, 372; 54, 22; 60, 154; 68, 93; 79 ff, 
378; 82, 341, 379; 83, 379; 86-89, 339; 
89, 45; 89f., 3833 103, 372; 114-118, 208; 
121-123, 399; 124, 155; 138 ff., 129; 139, 
372; 141, 389; 146, 395; 149, 389; 155, 
733 159, 73, 152; 161rf., 326; 168, 376, 
377; 171 ff., 388 


Quod Deus Sit Immutabilis (Immut.): 3, 343 


4, 155; 6, 77; 22, 338; 23, 228; 23-26, 
213; 31 f., 3373 35, 373. 3743 37> 41, 373; 
41 f., 3853 44, 373; 46, 3743 51-53, 753 
73, 40; 74, 75; 76, 61; 777, 343; 77-81, 
32, 42; 80, 61; 92, 167; 94-96, 221; 99, 
733; I04-I10, 132; 109, 223; rogf., 32; 
2143 III, 372; 116, 118, 1323 I19, 3473 


INDEX 431 


134 ff, 396; 136-139, 753; 138, 193; 142f., 
3953 142-145, 148, 152, 153-158, 156-183, 
219; 159, 39; 159f., 162f., 219 

Quod Omnis Probus Liber Sit (Prob.): 30, 37; 
70; 43, 50, 226; 457., 398; 62, 57, 263; 
62 f., 230; 89, 60; 97, 57; 108, 50 


Sacrificiis Abelis et Caini, De (Sac.): 1-10, 
2243 5, 166, 338; 7, 156, 270; 8, 213; 
8-10, 223, 225; 12f., 204; 17, 166, 167; 
36, 503 45, 3723 45-48, 172; 46, 67, 166; 
49, 372, 387; s5of., 202; 59, 36, 395 59- 
62, 206; 60, 36, 259; 62, 95; 63, 204; 64, 
22, 161, 166, 270; 69, 204; 78, 382; 78f., 
93; 81, 166, 167; 97 ff., 68; 98—-roz, 51; 
104-106, 387; 105, 3723; 120, 270; 122}f., 
3533 131, 543 133, 3393 135, 167 
Sobrietate, De (Sob.): 16-20, 2173 40, 398; 
52-58, 129; 55 ff., 152; 65, 129, 155 
Somnus, De (Som.): i, rf., 193; 2-188, 
6-34, 168; 27, 50; 30-33, 381; 34, 383; 
35-40, 41-60, 168; 47-60, 138; 61-67, 
168; 63f., 63; 68 f., 168; 72, 168, 339; 
73-119, 168; 75, 75, 169; 77-84, 86, 87- 
gr, 169; ro2-1I1, 51; 115-132, 169; 129, 
177; 130-132, 178; 134, 135, 140, 141, 
169; 143, 216; 144, 147, 169; 148-165, 
170; 160-162, 156; 164f., 233; 166-172, 
170; 173-177, 1713 173, 156; 178-183, 
171; 81, 338; r84-188, 171; 189-256, 
190-195, 172; 193, 173; 194, 155; 194f., 
202; 196-202, 173; 203-208, 174; 206}, 
215; 209-212, 1743; 2144-219, 116; 215, 
108, 383; 226 f., 174; 218, 175, 338; 226, 
1753 229, 175, 3413; 231 f., 202; 232, 234- 
237, 239, 240, 175; 241, 302; 241-249, 
250f., 255f., 176 

#, 1f., 193; 10, 156; 15 ff., 3873 33, 37, 
270; 48 ff., 299; 52 f7., 257; 95, 385; 99f., 
39; 108, 34¢; 117 ff., 70; 122, 503; 135, 
389; 154, 387; 170-177, 218; 172, 76; 
172 f., 62; 174, 398; 181-189, 110; 183- 
186, 255; 187-189, 256; 194, 61; 221, 211; 
223, 573 227-237, 220; 232, 234, 223; 237, 
573 242, 22, 75, 161, 341; 245, 22, 76; 
246, 753 253, 393, 394; 254, 227; 258-260, 
204; 265-267, 302; 266 f., 204; 270 f., 222; 
277, 204; 283, 338; 285 ff., 41; 289, 39; 
292, 390; 296f., 62 

Specialibus Legibus, De (Spec.): t, 13, 14, 513 
20, 339; 2rf., 25 ff., 29, 2573 32ff., 1223 
33, 34, 513 45, 393 45H, 32; 46, 3393 
51-55, 1933 54ff., 1233 56, 257; 65, 1933 
67, 71-75, 108; 82-97, 109; 97, 50, 3253 
116, 110; 118 f7., 398; 144, 110; 149, 111; 


155, 390; 176, 299; 178, III; 190, 303; 
IOI, III; 192, 303; 202f., III, 71, 3913 
204, III; 205, 51; 209-211, 111; 210, 3253 
211, 315; 229, 112; 229f., 1153 257 ff., 
262, 111; 265, 66, 112; 266, 50; 277, I11;3 
277, 62; 279, 52, 61, 89; 286-288, 112; 
290, III; 294, 112; 295, 66; 307, 28, 40; 
315, 319-323, 1233; 324, 325, 327 f., 330 ff, 
124 

tt, 13, 57, 68; roo, 513 105, 107, 81; 
124, 88; 162, 60; 171-173, 513 190, 50; 
194, 61; 198, 51; 204, 66; 233, 69; 253, 
60 

it, 1 ff., 76; 7, 193; 8 ff., 299; 19, 60, 70, 
395; 32, 37 ff.. 70; 37-45, 299; 46 ff., 70; 
III, 39, 50; 129, 67; 140, 61; 180, 3953 
189, 51 

iV, 31, 3393 49, 193; 55, 398; 557. 3993 
55-58, 3703 75, 270; 92, 39, 3793 95, 3873 
123, 39, 378; 140f., 399; 149, 398; 149f., 
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